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Chapter 1

Introduction

The Institute for Law and Justice (ILJ), under agrant from the National Institute of
Justice (NIJ) and funding from the Violence Against Women Office (VAWO), conducted a
national evaluation of the Grants to Encourag e Arrest Policies Program.” The Arrest Policies
Program is funded under the Violence Against Women Act of 1994. Thisfinal report presents
findings from the evaluation, which included a survey of 130 grantees, a process evaluation
involving 20 grant projects, and an impact evaluation involving six projects.

Overview of the Arrest Policies Program

Under the Violence Against Women Act of 1994 and its reauthorization in 2000, the
VAWO provides grants for the purpose of establishing or enforcing policiesfav oring arrest and
prosecution of persons committing domestic violence. Development of this program was based
on testimony at congressional hearings about the pervasiveness and seriousness of domestic
violence, and on research showing that arrest of batterers can deter future domestic violence by
defendants. At thetime this evaluation began, VAWO had awarded 130 Arrest Policies Program
grants. Most grantswere for projects sponsored by law enforcement agencies or prosecutors’
offices, with some grants going to probation departments, statewide agencies, and tribal

organizations.

Evaluation Approach and Issues

Based on the congressional mandate establishing the program, three primary questions
were considered in designing the evaluation: (1) What types of projects are being implemented
under the Arrest Policies Program? (2) How hasimplementation of the Arrest Policies Program
changed the criminal justice system and the delivery of servicesto victims of domestic violence?
and (3) How hasthe Arrest Policies Program increased victim safety and well-being and offender

accountability?

Y 1n 2000, the Grants to Encourage Arrest Policies Program was renamed the Grants to Encourage Arrest Policies

and Enforcement of Protection Orders Program.
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This section provides an overview of the methods employed in the evaluation, followed
by adiscussion of issues that influenced our approach, particularly with respect to addressing the
third question related to offender accountability and victim safety and well-being.

Overview of Methodology

The evaluation used a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods to document
both the national scope of the Arrest Policies Program and the implementation and outcomes of
local projects. All 130 active grantees were asked to complete a questionnaire requesting
information on project activities and performance. With guidance from a national advisory
board, ILJdevel oped site selection criteria and selected 20 projects to participate in a process
evaluation. ILJvisited the 20 projects to assess the implementation process by interviewing
staff, observing grant activities (e.g., courtroom proceedings, police work through ride-alongs),

and collecting documentation. |LJ staff prepared case study reports on each site.”

Finally, ILJexplored theimpact of the Arrest Policies Program on offender
accountability and victim safety. Six projects were selected from among the 20 that particip ated
as process evaluation sites. Multiple methodol ogies were employed, including collection of
summary statistics on law enforcement, prosecution, and victim services performance (e.g.,
arrests, cases filed, victims served); analysis of sampled datafor two time periods, 1996 (pre-
grant) and 1999 (post-grant); content analysis of policeincident reports prepared before and after
grant implementation; focus groups with key criminal justice agency personnel and victim

servicesproviders; and interviews and focus groups with victims/survivors.

Evaluation Issues

The Arrest Policies Program was not atest or demonstration of any single, pre-
determined pro-arrest strategy. Instead, and as Congress intended, grant applicants had a great
deal of flexibility in designing their projects. In their applications for funding, sites were asked
to describe how they would address at least one of six legislative purpose areas. Briefly, these
areas addressed devel opment of mandatory and pro -arrest policies and programs; training;
creation or enhancement of specialized domestic violence units; domestic violence case tracking

2 Theindividua site reports prepared by 1LJ were approved for Internet distribution by local project directors and

can be found on ILJ s web site: www.ilj.org/dv/.
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i mprovements; coordination of case tracking systems across agencies; and strengthened services
for victims of domestic violence. Many projects addressed several purpose areas, and the grant
amounts varied, as did existing resources and strategies in the grantee jurisdictions. In short,
dthough the grantees had in common certain guidelines and requirements, they could and did

develop many different interventions.

Thisflexibility inlocal programming afforded grantees many advantages, but it also
posed challenges for evaluating the impact of the Arrest Policies Program as awhole.
Significant challenges came from the timing of the evaluation grant award. Many grantees had
made considerable progress in implementing their projects before the evaluation grant was
awarded. Although thisisa positive comment on the funding agency’s and grantees' ability to
move forward with implementation, it limited opportunitiesto set up special data collection
systems or control groups for the evaluation. Related to this (and one of the areas that the
authorizing legislation in fact sought to address) was the fact that local sites varied greatly with

respect to computer system capabilities for tracking domestic violence cases.

The evaluation team received excellent cooperation from the sites participating in the
evauation. The evaluators were able to thoroughly address key questions related to process; for
example: What obstacles did grantees encounter, how were they overcome, and what barriers
remained? What changes were madein criminal justice system handling of domestic violence
cases? Did servicesto victims/survivorsincrease as aresult of the grant? Were
victims/survivors satisfied with the services provided?

These were important questions for VAWO and Congress. However, challenges noted
earlier could not be overcome with respect to evaluating impact. Specifically, an experimental
research design using control groups and arandom sampling process for selecting victimsto be
interviewed® could not be accomplished. Without such methods, we cannot conclude that certain
positive outcomes documented in this evaluation were a direct result of interventions supported

by Arrest Policies Program grant funding, rather than competing factors. To compensate for the

In addition, the decision to use methods other than random sampling to recruit victims/survivors for interviews
was influenced by concerns for victim safety; a desire to ensure that victims/survivors who were members of
racial and ethnic minority groups were interviewed; and at participating small and rural jurisdictions, small
numbers of prosecuted cases compared to large urban areas.

Arrest Policies Program Evaluation - 3



inability to implement amore rigorous eval uation design, other qualitative and quantitative

methodol ogies were devel oped.

The evaluation addressed thefollowing key questions of concern to VAWO and

Congress:

How are Arrest Policies Program funds being spent by grantees?

Were victims satisfied with the services provided through Arrest Policies Program
projects?

What impacts did the Arrest Policies Program have on organizations (e.g., law
enforcement agencies, prosecutors)?

What impacts did Arrest Policies Program projects have on offender
accountability?

These questions differ from the questions one might hope to answer had this been an evaluation

of afield test or demonstration project, but they are important not only to legislators, the funding

agencies, and researchers, but also to policymakers and practitionersin thefield.

Evaluation Findings

Key findings from the evaluation are summarized below and discussed in detail in
Chapters 3 through 7 of thisreport.

The national survey of grantees found that most projects used their funds to
support development of specialized unitsand for training. The 111 grantees that
responded to the survey reported the establishment of 130 new unitsfor
combating domestic violence. Of that number, 45 new unitswere in police
departments, 37 in prosecutors’ offices, 17 in probation, 10 in courts, and 21 were
multi-agency units:

The surveyed grantees al so reported the use of grant funds to enhance 92 existing
specialized units. Of that number, 25 were in police departments, 28 in
prosecutors’ offices, 17 in probation, 10 in courts, and 12 were multi-agency
units.

In total, the 111 grantees funded 536 staff positions, for an average of 4.8 staff per
project. The mgjority of those hired (58 percent) werein law enforcement or
prosecution. The fewest number of people hired werein the areas of probation
(60 staff, 11 percent of al hires) and courts (70 staff, 13 percent of all hires).

The process evaluation involving 20 sites showed that grantees used their funds to
make significant changesin handling domestic violence cases. These changes

4

Jurisdictions may have established more than one specialized unit to assist victims of domestic violence.
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ranged from large organizational restructuring, such as establishing domestic
violence courts, to changes in day -to-day operations, such asimprovementsin

evidence collection procedures.

In most sites, the grants resulted in improved communication and cooperation
among criminal justice agencies and community -based victim services
organizations. Asmight be expected, collaboration on Arrest Policies Program
projects was most notable at sites where key agencies aready had solid working
relationships prior to applying for grant funds.

Adoption of preferred or mandatory domestic violence arrest policies, or new
domestic violence law enforcement initiatives, corresponded with an increase in
law enforcement arrests or referralsto prosecutors across all sites. These
increases eventually stabilized. Increasesin arrest are likely due to the new or
urgent management emphasis on domestic violence.

ILJ sanalysis of the sample datafound that the proportion of warrant arrests of
domestic violence suspects increased from an average across al sites of 4.1
percent of all arrestsprior to the Arrest Policies Program grants to 15.5 percent
during the grant period. This suggests a change on the part of law enforcement in
proceduresfor arresting baterers.

Some gaps in the law enforcement response were identified with respect to cases
where the suspect fled the scene and in the enforcement of protection orders.

- Ingeneral, where police departments did not have specialized domestic
violence resources (e.g., detective units), there was little likelihood that efforts
would be made to locate and apprehend suspects who fled.

- Law enforcement officersin focus groups expressed frustrations with
protection order enforcement, including a perceived lack of support from
prosecution and courts. In their focus groups, victims/survivors and service
providers/advocatesindicated that alack of enforcement led them to believe
protection orders were not an effective safety measure.

With respect to prosecution practices, several findings stand out as aresult of the
evaduation:

- Prosecutors file on a high percentage of domestic violence charges.

- Prosecutorsreduced dismissals of domestic violence casefilings.

- Limited case screening was conducted by prosecutors’ offices. Most
prosecutors’ officesfiled charges on nearly all domestic violence arrests.

- Charging practices were influenced by the flexibility of the state code and
reflected agency philosophies.

Findings with respect to conviction, sentencing, and supervision included the
following:

- The percentage of cases resulting in convictions remained constant from pre-
grant to post-grant periods (61.4 percent in 1996; 60.0 percent in 1999).
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- The percentage of casesresulting in some form of diversion increased from
7.2 percent in 1996 to 14.5 pecent in 1999

The mgjority of victims/survivors were contacted by victim assistance staff and
were provided avariety of services, including help with protection orders and
safety planning.

In terms of victim services, five developments were documented at various sites:

- Victims/survivors were contacted at earlier stagesin the criminal justice
process.

- Theaddition of victim witness specialists and community advocates resulted
in an increase in the number of women who were offered services.

- Thetypes of services were expanded, with civil legal assistance becoming a
component of victim services.

- Outreach and bilingual victim assistance staff had the potential of improving
access for victims/survivors from under-served communities.

- Access to services was improved as victim assistance was delivered at
criminal justice agencies.

A majority of victimg/survivorsin interviews and focus groups reported

satisfaction with the victim assistance services they received and the law

enforcement response. With respect to victim services, victims/survivors

primary unmet need was for follow-up information on criminal case status and

disposition.

Report Overview

Chapter 2 presents background on the Arrest Policies Program and reviews relevant
literature, focusing on studies related to mandatory and preferred arrest policies and prosecution
handling of domestic violence cases. Chapter 3 provides additional information on the Arrest
Poalicies Program goals, presents findings from the national survey of 130 grantees, and presents
details on the 20 sites that participated in the process evaluation. Chapter 4 describes how Arrest
Policies Program grant funds changed the way domestic violence cases were handled by law
enforcement, prosecution, courts, and probation. The chapter also discusses improvementsin
communication and coordination between criminal justice agencies and community victim
service organizations. Chapter 5 discusses the impact evaluation. It provides detail on the
evaluation methodol ogy, including discussions of data collection and analysis, and discusses
evaluation findings. Chapter 6 discusses victims/survivors experiences with victim services
provided and with criminal justice system handling of their cases. Chapter 7 summarizes key

findings from the evaluation and offers recommendations for policy and future research.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review and Background on the
Arrest Policies Program

Itisonly within the last 30 years that the United States has made significant progressin
treating domestic violence as a crime, rather than as a private matter. This chapter does not
atempt an exhaustive review of the literature on domestic violence but instead focuses on
research findings and public policies—particularly those related to arrest and prosecution of
batterers—that either led to the Arrest Policies Program or that have become available since

implementation of the Program.

Problem of Domestic Violence

The Arrest Polices Program defines domestic violence as an act of violence against an
intimate partner or any other person protected by a state’s domestic violence laws. Intimate
partners typically include spouses, former spouses, cohabiting couples, couples with achildin
common, and dating couples. However, thisisnot auniversal definition. In some states,
domestic violence is more broadly defined to include acts of violence between members of the

same family or even persons living together as roommates.

Domestic violence is a serious problem in the United Statestoday. For example, the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), using data submitted to the National Incident Based
Reporting System (NIBRS) from 14 states, estimated that nearly 25 percent of all reported

violent crimesin 1998 involved domestic violence (FBI 1999).

Estimates of the prevalence of domestic violence vary significantly, however. For
example, the National Violence Against Women Survey (NVAW) estimates that 1.8 million
women and 1 million men are victimized by intimate partners annually (Tjaden and Theonnes
2000). In contrast, the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) National Crime Victinization Survey
(NCVS) estimated that in 1998, 1 million violent crimes were committed against intimate
partners, 85 percent of which were against women (Rennison and Welchans 2000). TheNCVS
does not include crimes such as stalking in its definition of domestic violence; moreover, other

differencesin the two surveys' definitions, methodol ogies, samples, and other factors account for
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differencesin findings on prevalence, as well as the high number of malevictims seeninthe
NVAW results.

Domestic violenceis aso the largest cause of intentional injury to women. A study of
violencerelated injuries treated in hospital emergency rooms found that a spouse, ex-spouse, or
boyfriend was responsible for approximately 38 percent of all emergency room visits by women
with intentionally caused injuries (Rand, 1997). Furthermore, the risk to women of domestic
violence victimization is much higher than the risk to men. The NCV S estimated that 22 percent
of al female victims of violence were attacked by an intimate partner, compared to only 3
percent of male victims (Rennison and Welchans 2000). The FBI reports asimilar trend in
homiciderates. 1n 1997, ailmost one-third (29 percent) of all female homicide victims were
killed by an intimate partner, arate that has remained relatively constant since 1976 (Owens-
Manley, 1999). By contrast, intimate partner murders accounted for only 6 percent of al mae
homi cides (Rennison and Wel chans 2000).

While the NCV S indicates that domestic violence is more prevalent inlow-income and
urban households, it existsin all racial, ethnic, and economic groups. Domestic violence aso
affects women of all ages, although it is most common against women age 20-24, with women

ages 35-49 most vulnerable to murder by an intimate partner (Rennison 2001).

Under-reporting of domestic violenceto law enforcement is another issue that makes it
difficult to determine prevalence. The NCV S estimates that only half of women victimized by
an intimate report the violence to law enforcement (Rennison and Welchans 2000), and NVAW
survey estimates are even lower (only 27 percent of women physically assaulted) (Tjaden and
Theonnes 2000). Because of this, the criminal justice system faces not only the challenge of
improving its responses to domestic violence, but to encourage women to come forward and

report the violence.

Responding to Domestic Violence

Thelast 25 years have seen changes in how police and prosecutors respond to and handle
domestic violence cases. Over the years, states and the federal government have enacted a
variety of legislative changes concerning violence against women. A review of those changesis

provided in the sections that follow.
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Catalysts for Change in Law Enforcement and Prosecution Policies

Historically, domestic violence was considered a private matter, not one in which
criminal justice intervention was considered appropriate. Three things changed this attitude with
respect to law enforcement policies: concerted efforts by advocates for victims and women;
influential lawsuits challenging police practices; and research—in particular, the Minneapolis
Domestic Violence Experiment.

First, the women's movement in the 1970s took up the challenge of making domestic
violence apolicy issue (Pleck 1987; Schneider 2000). These efforts resulted in legislation in
many states that provided for civil orders of protection and provided new criminal law powersto
the police. By 1982, 27 states had enacted laws that authorized police to arrest suspectsin
mi sdemeanor domestic violence cases based on probabl e cause, and nearly 40 states had
provided courts with powersto issue orders of protection against domestic violence. Seven
states also enacted laws making domestic violence a separate crime (Lerman, Landis, and
Goldzweig 1983). At best, enforcement of these new laws was inconsistent. Police in many
jurisdictions at that time were trained to avoid making an arrest, with many local law
enforcement agencies favoring afamily crisis model in which officers attempted to mediate,
male referrals, and/or temporarily separate the parties. However, there were law enforcement
criticswho felt that this mediation model was not appropriate in cases involving physical

violence (Loving 1980).

Second, lawsuits challenging police indifference to domestic violencevictims, caused
local jurisdictions to take a hard ook at how they dealt with domestic violence. |n 1984,
nmunicipa governments across the country took notice when Torrington, Connecticut, was
ordered to pay $2.3 million to Tracy Thurman on the grounds that the police department had a

policy of failing to provide equal protection to victims of domestic violence.®

Third, arguments for greater criminal justice involvement in domestic violence were

reinforced in the 1980s by research findings—particularly the results of the Minneapolis

s See, for example, Bruno v. Codd, 396 N.Y. S.2d 974 (Sup. Ct. 1977); Scott v. Hart, No. 6-76-7395 (N.D. Cal.:

1976).

Thurman v. City of Torrington, 595 F. Supp. 1521 (D. Conn. 1984). See also Sorichetti v. City of New York 65
N.Y. 2d 461, 492 N.Y. 2d (1985), which resulted in an out -of-court settlement in which the New Y ork City
Police Department agreed to changeitspolicies.

6
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Domestic Violence Experiment, which suggested that arrest was far superior to other traditional

police responses as a specific deterrent to domestic violence recidivism.

Research on prosecution practices was not as extensive at that time or as influential.
However, many researchers as well as victim advocates recognized the limitations of the
Minneapolis experiment, including a need to examine what happens after arrest with respect to
prosecution practices and outcomes. By the time Congress enacted the Violence Against
Women Act in 1994, many victim and women’ s advocates had turned their attention to
reforming prosecution practices. Asaresult, the last 20 years have seen more prosecutors
treating domestic violence as a serious crime (Hanna 1996), with many now taking an “evidence
based” approach to prosecution.

Overview of Changes at the National Level

Both Congress and the executive branch began to take stepsin the 1970s to respond to
domestic violence. Congress began holding subcommittee hearings on domestic violence as
early as 1978. These continued through the 1980s and culminated in the Violence Against
Women Act of 1994.

Initially, Congress focused primarily on prevention issues. For exanple, only two of 43
witnesses at the 1978 hearings were from the criminal justice system, and both represented a
probation department.” Executive branch efforts also involved a number of non-criminal justice
agencies, including the Departments of Health, Education and Welfare and Housing and Urban
Development. By the late 1970s, however, federal support for criminal justice system reforms
began to increase. For example, the Department of Justice supported several model projects with
Law Enforcement Assistance Act (LEAA) funding. Severa years later, the Attorney Genera’s
Task Force on Family Violence (1984) recommended statutory and criminal justice reforms,
including arecommendation that all law enforcement agencies “ establish arrest as the preferred

response inincidents of family violence.”

Alsoin the early 1980s, Congress enacted the Victims of Crime Act (VOCA), which
created the federal crime victim compensation program and set priorities for the funding of

victim services related to domestic violence, sexual assault, and child abuse. VOCA required

" Domestic Violence, Hearings Before the Subcommittee on Child and Human Development of the Committee on

Human Resources, United States Senate, Ninety-Fifth Congress, Second Session (1978).
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victim participation in the criminal justice system for statesto get compensation funds. VOCA
did not require this participation for jurisdictions to receive grantsto improve servicesto victims,
both within and outside of the criminal justice system, aswell as others. VOCA victim services
grants provided core funding for domestic violence and sexual assault programs that became
platforms for training and criminal justice system reform during the 1980s. Other congressional

legislation in this period also dealt with domestic violence in the non-criminal justice context?

In 1992, Congress enacted the Battered Women's Testimony Act (Pub. L. 102-527, 106
Stat. 3459). Thislaw was narrowly drawn to authorize the State Justice Institute to conduct
research on testimonial issues relating to the state of mind and experiences of battered women
when they were defendants in intimate partner homicide cases.

In 1994, the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) wasenacted as part of a
comprehensive crime hill, the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act (Pub. L. 103-
322, 108 Stat. 1902). Title 1V of VAWA included authorization for grants to combat violent
crimes against women, including domestic violence; funding for anational hotline for domestic
violence victims; shelters, and rural law enforcement agencies; and funding to establish
community programs on domestic violence. VAWA also created the new crimes of interstate
domestic violence and interstate violation of an order of protection; and it included afocus on
stalking’

VAWA also included authorization for the Arrest Policies Program, providing grants
assist local effortsin six areas. Briefly, these areas were implementation of mandatory or pro-
arest policies; training; specialized domestic violence units; coordination of computer case
tracking systems across agencies; strengthening of legal advocacy programs for victims; and
judicial education and improved judicial case handling. The legislation authorizing the Arrest
Policies Program responds to long-standing complaints of victim advocates that police do not
arrest domestic violence suspects to the extent they should (Schechter 1982); abelief that police

remain reluctant to arrest in domestic violence incidents compared to otherwise similar assaults

For example, a study of domestic violence in the context of child custody (Pub. L. 102-528, 106 Stat. 3451); and
the Family Violence Prevention and Services Act (42 U.S.C. § 40271 et. seq.), enacted in 1986 and
administered by the Department of Health and Human Services.

The National Stalking and D omestic Violence Reduction program was authorized in the 2000 amendments to
VAWA).
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(Klinger 1995; Avakame 2001); and the need for a strong message that domestic violenceis and
will be handled as a crime.

In addition, the need to develop coordinated community responses to domestic
violence—in particular, to build bridges between criminal justice agencies and community based
victim service providers—was a so widely recognized by the time the Arrest Policies Program
was developed. All grantees were required to work in partnership with a community based

victim services organization.

Research on Arrest and Prosecution

Minneapolis Experiment, Replications, and Reanalysis

The Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment was the first experimental test of the
specific deterrent effect of arrest in misdemeanor domestic violence cases and involved the
random assignment of three responses—arrest, mediation, or ordering men to |eave the scene—
to legally eligible assault suspects. The behavior of the suspects was monitored for six months
after the police intervention. The researchers concluded that arrests were more effective than
either of the other two responsesin reducing subsequent domestic violence (Sherman and Berk
1984; Sherman and Cohn 1989).

The Minneapolis experiment findings were widely accepted, with far-reaching results.
Within one year of the first Minneapolis study publication, more than half of all major police
departments had heard of the experiment, with three-quarters correctly remembering its general
conclusion that arrest was the most effective police response (Buzawa and Buzawa 1996). By
themid-1990s, most states permitted, and more than half the states and the District of Columbia
required, policeto arrest assailants in misdemeanor domestic violence incidents based on
probable cause (Zorza 1994, Miller 2000).

Replications of the Minneapolis study by various researchers over the following decade
yielded results that suggested the deterrent effect of arrest on spousal abuse was more
complicated than the original hypothesis suggested. NIJfunded replication studiesin five other
jurisdictions (Omaha, Milwaukee, Colorado Springs, Charlotte, and Miami) in the Spouse Abuse
Replication Project. In severa of the jurisdictions, deterrent effects of arrest were present for

D me outcome measures; but overall, the results led some to conclude that the deterrent effect of
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arrest was short-lived (Sherman et al. 1992) or only marginal (Davis and Smith 1998). Some of
the replication studies also suggested that mandatory arrest might actually increase recidivismin
some circumstances. I1nthe Milwaukee study, researchers reported that arrest did have a short-
term deterrent effect and led to a decrease in recidivism with some groups of offenders, but
higher rates of recidivism were reported among arrestees who were unmarried, unemployed,

high-school drop-outs, or African-American (Sherman et al. 1992).

One criticism of the Minneapolis experiment and replication studiesis that they were too
narrowly focused, examining only the initial police response, one of many possible interventions
(Zorza1994). In addition, specific deterrenceis not seen asthe only potential benefit of laws
and policies favoring arrest; they serveto “ remind the victim, the offender, and society at large
that particular conduct will not be allowed.” (Buzawa and Buzawa 1996).

The Nationa Institute of Justice (NIJ) recognized that it was difficult to generalize from
the Minneapolis replications because of significant differencesin case selection, incident
digibility rules, analytical models, and outcome measures (Maxwell, Garner, and Fagan 2001).
In an effort to address this, NIJ funded areanalysis examining all of the replication studies. The
reanalysis showed that arrest did reduce recidivism across all five study sites, although the
rel aionship was “modest compared with the effect of other factors (such as the batterer’ s age
and prior criminal record) on the likelihood of repeat offending.” The researchers also found no
indication that arrest increased the risk of subsequent aggression.

The reanalysis employed two data sources: data from victim interviews and the criminal
history database. Response categories were collapsed into arrest and non-arrest. Looking at the
likelihood of re-offending based on victim interviews, the researchers found that about 36
percent of suspectsin the arrest group re-offended, compared to 48 percent of suspectsin the
non-arrest group. Overall, about 40 percent of the interviewed victims reported subseguent
victimization, whether the suspect had been arrested or not. Maxwell et al. (2001) found this
rate to be consistent with other studies of batterer recidivism. Finaly, although amajority (60
percent) of batterers did not re-offend, there was a high concentrationof repeat offending among
asmall number of batterers; victim interview data revealed that 82 percent of 9,000 new
incidents were reported by only 8 percent of the victims.
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Research on Law Enforcement Implementation of Arrest Policies

By thetime the 1994 VAWA was enacted, state laws and police policies had clearly
moved in apro-arrest direction. However, there were still concerns that police remained
reluctant to arrest in domestic violence cases compared to otherwise similar, non-domestic
violenceincidents (Klinger 1995; Avakame 2001).

For example, studies of the adoption of mandatory arrest policiesin a southern
jurisdiction found that arrests did not, in fact, increase (Greenleaf 1993); rather, what increased
significantly were the number of incident reports containing explanations of why an arrest was
not made (Lanza Kaduce, Greenleaf, and Donahue 1995). In contrast, an evaluation of the New
Jersey mandatory arrest law found that police arrests for domestic violence increased 33 percent
in the eight years following the new law’ s enactment in 1991, even though arrests for violent
crimes generally dropped 12 percent. One interesting by-product of the new law was increased
reporting; after the new law went into effect, reports of domestic violenceincreased by 51

percent (Ciraco 2001).

Even more dramatic increases in arrests were reported in Massachusetts. Prior to anew
preferred arrest law, only 7 percent of domestic violence calls resulted in an arrest, compared to
37.8 percent after the law’ s enactment; and arrestsin protection order violations, where arrest is
mandatory upon afinding of probable cause, rose to 49.4 percent. Among the other key findings
was that the more experienced the officer, the less likely was arrest. However, state training to
reduce dual arrests was considered largely successful, with dual arrests occurring in only 2.4
percent of the cases; and the new law’ s clarification of the police role was reported to have
improved cooperation between victim shelters and the police (Holmes, Mignon, and Headley
1993).

A third state study was conducted in New Y ork, which adopted a mandatory arrest law in
1994. Thisstudy found significant problemswith implementation of thelaw. Suspectsfled the
scenein over 50 percent of the cases, yet officers were given no guidance on how to proceed.
There was also atendency in the first two years after the law’ s adoption to undercharge crimes of
domestic violence, i.e., to charge suspects with harassment rather than assault. The study also
looked at probation policies and found that they treated afirst violation of court orders of
protection more seriously than arepeat abuse incident. Overall, probation agenciesinitiated
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probation violation proceedings 50 percent more often than wasthe case prior to adopting the
new policy. Most probation agencies (76 percent) referred batterers to intervention programs
and 87 percent of the probation agencies monitored the referrals; 80 percent initiated violation
proceedingsfor non-compliance. Recidivism, as measured by repeat calls for service, occurred
in 30 percent of the cases within nine months of the original incident. Overall, the results of this
study suggested that the new mandatory arrest law had been effective, but that there were some
problem areas that needed to be addressed.

Finally, only afew researchers have focused on organizational and policy changes that
have been designed to improve the police and prosecutor response. For example, Epstein and
Langenbahn (1994) note a need for research on multi-disciplinary cross-training, the use of
victim witness advocates, third-party reporting, and measures to protect victim privacy in the

hope of encouraging reporting and prosecution.

Research on Dual Arrests

Another concern about mandatory arrest policiesiswhether they result in increased “dual
arrests,” where both parties are arrested even though one party isavictim resisting abuse. Arrest
of both partiesin adomestic assault or related criminal incident may trivialize the seriousness of
the batterer’ s conduct and compromises the safety and legal rights of the victim. Thereisalso
some reason to believe that true mutual combat is not common. The North Carolina Governor’s
Crime Commission (1998) has estimated that only in 3 to 4 percent of cases are both partiesthe

combatants.

Studies in anumber of states have indicated that pro-arrest policies have coincided with
anincreasein dual arrests. Martin found that dual arrests constituted on average one-third of
battering arrests when Connecticut’s mandatory arrest law was first implemented (Martin 1997).
Another review of statisticsin pro-arrest jurisdictions found dual arrest rates ranging from as
high as 50 percent to 1 percent (in a department with intensive training to help officers avoid
aresting both parties) (Jones and Belknap 1999). Similarly, concerted efforts to reduce both
dual and female arrestsin Rhode Island have resulted in dual arrest rates that vary from alow of
1.3 percent in Providenceto ahigh of 13.7 percent in East Providence. Providence police havea

special domestic violence squad that reinforces command policy to arrest only primary
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aggressors and reviews dual arrest reports to ensure that exceptions are warranted; if not,

arresting officers receive training and correction.

Dual arrests, however, are only asubset of the larger problem of inappropriate arrests of
female suspects in domestic violence cases. The California Criminal Justice Statistics Center
(1999) reported that 17 percent of all arrests in domestic violence cases are of females, and both
the Connecticut Department of Public Safety (1997) and the North Dakota Bureau of Criminal
Investigation (1999) found an even higher rate of 23 percent’® Unfortunately, studiesthat have
examined what forces are driving arrests of females do not provide consistent answers (Jones and
Belknap 1999). A study by Lyon (1999) found that, in one jurisdiction, arrests of female
auspects were correlated with prior calls for service from the household where the woman
resided. Conversely, where there had not been aprior call, victim reports of prior abuse
correlated with arrest of the batterer. Lyon speculates that these findings may reflect
unconscious retaliation by police against the woman for staying with her abuser (Lyon 1999).
For some police officers, mandatory arrest may suggest that an arrest of one party must be made,
even where they do not have the time or skillsto investigate the circumstances of the domestic
violence and to ascertain which party is the primary aggressor. In these situations, officers may
make a determination about the party to be arrested based on the most visible injuries.

Research and Policy Change in Prosecution

Whereas adoption of mandatory and pro-arrest policies was influenced by research on the
deterrent effect of arrest, early studies of the deterrent effect of prosecution were not as
numerous or asinfluential. One difference was the promotional campaign that was launched to
publicize the results of the Minneapolisstudy (Buzawa and Buzawa 1996). Another difference
was that unlike the Minneapolis study, early research on the deterrent effects of prosecution was

not as convincing, although it did uncover significant trends that were explored in later studies.

It has been argued that arrest without effective prosecution cannot be expected to produce
significant deterrent effects (Hirschel and Hutchinson 1992) . Inthe sites participating in the
Spousal Assault Replication Project, amajority of the offenders were booked but n ever

% These rates are significantly higher than the 15 percent male victimization rates reported by the Bureau of

Justice Statistics victimization surveys.
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prosecuted. Indeed, the failure to prosecute may explain findings at some replication sites that

any deterrent effect from arrest islimited to batterers with no prior criminal record.

One of the first studies of the prosecution/adjudication process was conducted between
1980 and 1983 by Barbara Smith, who examined how domestic violence cases were handled in
four jurisdictions. In Minneapolis, Smith found avery low case dismissal rate (10 percent); and
in Minneapolis and Charlotte, convictions were reached in over half the cases and jail sentences
were imposed in onethird. These findings contrasted with commonly held views that domestic
violence cases were extremely difficult to prosecute and that sentences of incarceration were
rare. One reason why dismissal rates in Charlotte were low was the establishment of a special
domestic relations court to hear domestic violence cases.

In Minneapolis, there was some suggestion that prosecutors had adopted evidence-based
prosecution practices, since victims rarely appeared in court. Another important finding was that
prior domestic violence incidents seemed to be highly correlated with short-term recidivism. **
For most batterers, however, arrest and prosecution was correl ated with no repeat violence
(Smith 1983). Although these findings did not receive much attention at the time, many of the

themesidentified in this early study have been the subject of |ater research.

Other research on deterrent effects of prosecution has produced mixed results. Fagan,
Friedman, Wexler, and Lewis (1984) studied the deterrent effects of prosecution in a sample of
720 battered women seeking services and found that neither prosecution nor conviction reduced
the rate of new violence. Two studies by Steinman (1988, 1990) found that arrest and
prosecution together had a significant deterrent effect, whereas arrest alone had no such effect.
Davis and Smith (1998) investigated re-arrest after court disposition in alarge sample of
domestic violence misdemeanor casesin Milwaukee County, Wisconsin, in 1995, but found no

evidence that dispositions affected the likelihood of recidivism in these cases.

" Dpataon longterm recidivism was gathered in only one site (Brooklyn). At that site, longterm recidivism was

not so highly correlated with prior incidents; however, there was an indication that this was because the parties
were no longer together and the focus of the bat terer’s violence had shifted.
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No Drop and Evidence Based Prosecution

The most important policy change in prosecution has been to reduce reliance on the
victim's willingness to testify in determining whether acase will proceed. Some prosecutors
began to institute “no drop” policies, making the prosecutor the sole decision maker with respect
to whether a case should be prosecuted; and more recently, “evidenced based prosecution”
strategies have gained ground.

Whilethe clear trend has been toward more aggressive prosecution, neither prosecutors
nor the domestic violence advocates have reached consensus on the extent to which the state
should use its powers to conpel women to help prosecute their batterers (Hanna 1996).
Proponents contend that domestic violence is acrime against the public order, not just the
individual victim. They maintain that no-drop policies could help reduce pretrial intimidation of
the victim because the batterer would realize that the victim does not have the ability to have the
prosecutor drop charges. Others fear that the policies might in fact do more harm than good,
citing instances where women who fail to cooperate may be charged with filing false police
reports or obstruction of justice and cases where women compelled to testify lied under oath to
avoid batterer retaliation, exposing themselvesto criminal liability. Additional concerns are that
requiring the involuntary testimony and participation of victims may cause fewer women to
report abuse (Booth 1999), and that credence must be given to victims' capacity and need to
make decisions affecting their safety.

Ford and Regoli (1993) conducted arandomized study in Indianapolisin 1986 and 1987,
comparing mandatory prosecution and drop-permitting policies and found that the prosecution
protocol used could affect batterer recidivism. Victimswho were permitted to drop charges but
chose to proceed with prosecution were far less likey to experience new violence either during
the prosecution process or within the six-month follow-up period. From this group, none of the
victims interviewed were assaulted during the process, and only 13 percent were battered after
case settlement. Theresearchers also found that victims in the droppermitted category who

chosenot to prosecute had arisk of re-abuse greater than those in the no-drop category. Since

2 Until recently, the only evidence gathered by police at the scene of domestic violence was the complaint of the

victim. With the introduction of pro-arrest policies, police training on evidence gathering reduced the need of
the prosecutor to rely on victim testimony. Technological advances such as the use of Polaroid™ and digital
cameras have further increased the quality of evidence gathered.
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the experiment involved only cases that were unlikely to involve a high risk of injury to the
victim, the results cannot be generalized to high-risk cases (Mills 1998).

Over time, no drop policies have evolved into an evidence-based prosecution approach in
many jurisdictions. Evidence based prosecution relies heavily on enhanced investigation by law
enforcement and/or the prosecutor’ s staff. Decisions about whether to prosecute are based on an
assessment of the sufficiency of the evidence to prove the criminal case, rather than on the
availability of victim testimony. Thevictim may or may not testify. Victimsare not usually
coerced into testifying nor doestheir refusal result in sanctions against them. Thereis
recognition that in some cases, the victim’s safety or well being may be compromised by
testifying. Where the prosecution is unlikely to prove the case without victim testimony, a
decision about proceeding with prosecution may then be madein light of the victim’ swillingness
totestify. In contrast, in no-drop jurisdictions, prosecutors typically emphasize successful
prosecution and often use measures to compel victim testimony.

Other Relevant Research

Domestic Violence Courts

One of the six legidlative purpose areas for the Arrest Policies Program was related to
judicial training and improved judicial case handling, and several Arrest Policies Program
evaluaion sites used grant funds to enhance their work through domestic violence courts.
Several evaluations of special domestic violence courts have been conducted. The studies have
varied with respect to methodology, ranging from process descriptions (Fritzler and Simon
2000), to prescriptive (Tsai 2000), to limited statistical measurements (Y anich 1999).

One study of the San Diego Domestic Violence Court found aone-third reduction in
recidivism (Peterson and Thunberg 2000). Another study looked at the impact on convictions of
aspecial domestic violence court in Milwaukee. The court not only centralized the handling of
domestic violence cases, but also established a“fast track” procedure resulting in trials being
scheduled within 60 days of intake. Case disposition time was shortened from 188 days to 86
days. Thisacceleration wasthought to be responsible for an increase in conviction rates from 56
to 69 percent. Thisoccurred despite the fact that the prosecutor accepted twice as many cases as
before the policy (30 versus 15 percent). To encourage pleas, the incidence of jail sentencing
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was reduced to only 39 percent of the cases compared to 75 percent before the establishment of
the new court (perhaps al so reflecting prosecution’s need to accept lesser sentences in weaker
cases). There was little evidence that recidivism changed after the establishment of the new court
(Davis, Smith, and Rabbitt 2001). The study also included interviews with victims about their
feelings of satisfaction and safety, and there was atrend toward feelings of improved safety

among victims whose cases were heard in the new unified court.

Coordinated Community Response

Some have argued that for arrest to succeed, the responses of al areas of the criminal
justice system¥a law enforcement, prosecution, courts, jails, probation, and treatment¥2need to
be reinforced and redesigned to complement each other (Walsh 1995). Researchers have begun
tolook at arrest not just in terms of itsimmediate effects but also as an integral part of awider
response that takes into consideration the complex patterns and wide range of behaviors
associated with domestic violence (Bracher 1996). For example, Clark et al. (1996) in
conducting astudy of coordinated community responses to domestic violencein six sites,
concluded that “the overall impact of the criminal justice response is only as strong asits
weakest link. In order to bring about system-wide changes, acommunity needsto raise the
consciousness of each agency about their role in addressing domestic violence and how thisrole
interacts with and affects the ability of other agenciesto respond to thisissue.”

A few researchers have recently gone further. In line with earlier recommendations
(Bowman 1992; McCord 1992), they have attempted to measure criminal justice responses that
include aggressive prosecution and meaningful judicial sanctions, combined with arange of
servicesthat aid and protect victims. For example, Thistlethwaite, Wool dredge, and Gibbs
(1998) studied the effects of court dispositions on rearrest for domestic violence. They suggest
that sentence severity (type of sentence as opposed to sentence length) may contribute to the
prevention of further violence.

Syers and Edelson (1992), in examining coordination among police, prosecution, and the

courts, found that police home visits followed by arrest, prosecution, conviction, and court-
mandated treatment resulted in greater reductionsin recidivism than any of these interventions

alone.
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A study of lowa legislation mandating aminimum jail sentence for conviction of
domestic violence shows how complicated the issue of sanctions can be. The study found that
jail sentencing increased dramatically; and the new emphasis on domestic violence intervention
also resulted in theincreased use of batterer intervention programs (Carlson and Nidey 1995).
These changes did not come without a cost. When researchers re-analyzed the data, they found a
10 percent reduction in the number of cases resolved by pleas, and that dismissalsincreased by
nearly 200 percent. The numb er of cases going to trial in the year immediately following the
new law’ s adoption went from 5 to 45, although this number was later reduced by adoption of
new dismissal policies. Reanalysis also showed that combining both dismissals and not guilty
findings, over 40 percent of all domestic violence filings did not result in a conviction, compared

to 18 percent before the new law.

More recently, Tolman and Weisz (1995) looked at the effect of prosecution as part of a
system-wide protocol for handling domestic violence cases. Comparing cases resulting in
conviction with cases resulting in dismissal or acquittal, they examined recidivism over an 18-
month period; they failed to find any change in subsequent recidivism as measured by police

reports or arrests.

Others advocate broadening the research focus to include examining the continuum of
services and resources needed to overcome the fragmented and incompl ete response to the needs
of battered women and their children (Owens-Manley 1999). These resources include not only
emergency services but also long -term resources such as housing assistance, accessto

employment opportunities, health and mental health services, child care, educational

opportunities, and legal assistance.

Victims’ Assessments of Criminal Justice Interventions

Official recidivism statistics are an indirect and weak measure of victim safety. Not
aurprisingly, some of the early arrest experiments were criticized for not pursuing more victim-
informed assessments or for downplaying the results of victim interviews (Bowman 1992; Zorza
1995). Inrecent years, research solicitations by NIJ and the Centers for Disease Control (CDC),
for example, have emphasized a need to develop more direct measures of victim safety. In
addition, several recent and ongoing studies sponsored by NIJfocus on the experiences of

immigrant and racial/ethnic minority victims of crime. Another study by Buzawa, Austin,
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Bannon, and Jackson (as reported in Stephens and Sinden 2000) examined factors associated
with officer decisionsto arrest and victims' preferences concerning arrest. They found t hat
victim satisfaction with the police response was almost entirely dependent on whether officers
followed victims wishes. Muraoka’ s survey of residentsin an Omaha shelter found that
interpersonal reasons were key to victims' approval of their experience with police (Stephens
and Sinden 2000).

Summary

Several factors have been important to the devel opment of pro-arrest and pro{prosecution
policies. Adoption of state laws and police policies favoring arrest were influenced by pressure
from concerned victims' and women' s advocates, lawsuits against local police agencies, and
research, most notably the results of Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment published in
1984. By 1996, five replications of the Minneapolis experiment had been completed, with
varying results. Fiveyearslater, areanalysis of those replications concluded that arrest did in
fact have a consistent, specific deterrent effect on domestic violence recidivism in misdemeanor
cases, although the effect was determined to be more modest than that found in the Minneapolis

experiment.

At apractical level, prosecutors have been challenged to process an increasing number of
arrest cases. |n addition, there has been significant support for the theory that arrest combined
with prosecution and conviction will have a greater specific deterrent effect than arrest alone,
and prosecutors have adopted more aggressive strategies in prosecuting domestic violence cases.
Training throughout the country, including national training conferences (e.g., annual domestic
violence conferences sponsored by the National College of District Attorneys) also appear to
have served as catalysts for change, aswell as sources of information about prosecution

strategies, including evidence based prosecution approaches.

The Arrest Policies Program, which was first authorized under the Violence Against
Women Act of 1994, was designed to assist states and local jurisdictions in meeting a broad
range of challenges associated with pro-arrest and pro -prosecution approaches. Paramount
among them isthe need to address issues of victim safety and well being, at the sametime

holding offenders accountable for the crimes they commit.
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Chapter 3

Local Implementation of the Arrest Policies Program

Thefirst sections of this chapter present results from two tasks undertaken during the
start-up phase of the evaluation. These tasks were to
Review the goals of the Arrest Policies Program as set forth in the authorizing
legislation and the Violence Against Women Office (VAWO) grantee application
kit; and
Review grant applications provided by VAWO to determine who received Arrest
Policies Program grants and for what purposes.

Therest of the chapter discusses the foll owing tasks associated with the process
evauation phase of this study:

Develop and conduct a survey of al grantees to understand more specifically
how grantees were using or intended to use their grant funds.

Analyze the grantee survey results and develop criteriafor selecting 20 local
project sitesto participate in the process eval uation.

Conduct site visits to the 20 local projects and examine how the funds were
actually used.

The chapter includes descriptions of the types of projectsimplemented by the 20 grantees and

exploresimplementation challenges faced by a number of grantees.

Arrest Policies Program Goals

The Arrest Policies Program promotes the implementation of mandatory or pro-arrest
policiesas an intervention that is part of a coordinated community response to domestic
violence. The Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) directs that the Arrest Policies Program
fundsbeusedto

Implement mandatory arrest or pro-arrest programs and policiesin police
departments, including mandatory arrest programs or pro -arrest programs and
policiesfor protection orderviolations.

Develop policies and training programs in police departments and other criminal
justice and tribal agenciesto improve tracking of cases involving domestic
violence.
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Centralize and coordinate police enforcement, prosecution, probation, parole, or
judicial responsibility for domestic violence cases in groups or units of police
officers, prosecutors, probation and parole officers, or judges.

Coordinate computer tracking systems to ensure communication between police,
prosecutors, and both criminal and family courts.

Strengthen legal advocacy service programs for victims of domestic violence by
providing complete information and support for avictim of domestic violence as
the case against her abuser moves through the criminal justice system.

Educate judges and others responsible for judicial handling of domestic violence
cases, in criminal, tribal, and other courts about domestic violence to improve
judicial handling of such cases™

Offender Accountability and Victim Safety

A VAWO “program brief” for the Arrest Policies Program™ explains that arrest “should

be one element in a comprehensive criminal justice system response to hold offenders

accountable and enhance victim safety.” With respect to criminal justice system handling of

domestic violence cases, the program brief states the following:

Arrest should be followed by immediate arraignment and a thorough
investigation.

Orders of protection should be enforced, and cases should be vigorously
prosecuted.

Designated dockets can enhance the management of domestic violence cases and
expedite the scheduling of trials.

Frequent judicial oversight and the use of graduated sanctions can help courts
monitor the behavior of domestic violence offenders.

Probation and parole agencies should closely monitor o ffenders and strictly
enforce the terms and conditions of probation or parole.

Clearly, the Arrest Policies Program encourages cooperation and participation from most

major sections of the criminal justice system—Ilaw enforcement, prosecution, courts, and

probation. Theitemslisted above, however, do not represent short-term grant requirements;

rather, they suggest a“model” of criminal justice system coordination to consider over the long

13

14

The 2000 Violence Against Women Act expanded the goals of the program, which is currently known as the
Grantsto Encourage Arrest Policies and Enforcement of Protection Orders Program; however, this evaluation
predates those additions.

The program brief can be found under Grants to Encourage Arrest Policies and Enforcement of Protection
Orders Program at the Violence Against Women Office web site (www.ojp.usdoj.gov/vawo). October 2002.
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term for achieving offender accountability. Not every grantee was expected to address all of the
elements of the model.

At the same time that grantees seek to do more to hold offenders accountable, they are
al so expected to address the second key objective for the criminal justice response: to enhance
victim safety. Much of the research suggests that without attention to victims' needs, attempts at
perpetrator accountability are not likely to succeed. Beyond physical safety from future
domestic violence, victims' requirements often include (a) services and resourcesto improve
their overall well-being (e.g., long-term health care, housing, means of financial recovery), and
(b) empowerment to participate more fully in the criminal justice process (e.g., input in assessing
risk for conditions of release, restitution). Specific expectations for victim safety and
participaion are not described specifically in the same program brief but are emphasized in other

VAWO and VAWO-supported materials and training programs.

The Arrest Policies Program recognizes that independent victim services and advocacy
organizations have distinct rolesto play in hel ping domestic violence victims achieve greater
safety and well being. Asthe Arrest Policies Program evolved, the development of a
coord inated community response became a required element of grant applications. Each grantee
must generate a memorandum of understanding that formalizes the grantee’ s relationship with a
nonprofit, non-governmental domestic violence program, such asalocal battered women's

shelter, or an advocacy organization.

Overview of Grantees and Projects

At the start of this evaluation, the VAWO reported that there were 130 active Arrest
Policies Program granteesin 1998. The majority of grantees were county or city governments,
13 grantees were tribal governments, and 12 grantees were statewide initiatives. The Arrest
Policies Program was implemented in jurisdictions of all sizes, including both rural areas and
magjor metropolitan centers. Of the 130 grantees, 15 were located in rura areas with populations
of less than 25,000 and 11 grantees were located in cities or counties with populationsin excess

of 1 million.

Arrest Policies Program Evaluation - 25



Initial grant awards varied considerably, ranging from $7,473 for creation of an advisory
task force and police training in the city of Williamsburg, Massachusetts, to over $1.8 million for

the development of a statewide computer tracking system in Maryland®®

A review of 125 grant applications prepared by the grantees before the grant funds were
awarded showed that there were four general categories of projects planned:

Law enforcement projects (28 percent)

Prosecution, courts, and probation projects (26 percent)

Multi-agency collaborative projects (35 percent)

Computer technology projects (e.g., case tracking system) (11 percent).

National Survey Results
In January 1999, to obtain more detailed information about how the local grantees had

actually implemented their grants, ILJ staff sent amail survey to project directors of the 130
active Arrest Policies Program grants. A total of 111 project directors completed and returned

the survey, aresponse rate of 85 percent. Among the key survey findings were the following.

Training was the most popular grant-funded activity, with 82 percent of grantees
reporting that they had developed and implemented domestic violence training
programs. In nearly all cases (93 percent), training was directed to law
enforcement officers.

Law enforcement policies were developed by 67 percent of the grantees. Most
new policies were directed at arrest and related responsibilities (e.g., weapon
seizure) and services for victims and child witnesses. Sixteen percent of the
grantees developed law enforcement policies to improve responses to victims
bel onging to under-served popul ations (e.g., transl ation services, deployment of
multilingual officers).

New prosecution policies were developed by 52 percent of the grantees. These
included policiesrelating to evidence based prosecution, victim safety planning,
and servicestovictims.

About two-thirds of the grantees created a new (or enhanced an existing)
specialized law enforcement unit (53 percent) or prosecution unit (49 percent).
New or enhanced domestic violence units were also established by probation
agencies (26 percent) and the courts (16 percent). Special multi-agency units
were created or added to by 28 percent of the grantees. Intotal, 130 specialized
units were created and 92 existing specialized units enhanced.

5 Award amounts were available for 124 of the 130 grantees included in the survey. These amounts do not

include any continuation awards. The median initial award amount was $266,483.
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New staff positions created by grant funds averaged nearly five persons per
grantee, with the majority of new hires being in law enforcement (32 percent) or
prosecution (26 percent). Lessthan 20 percent of the new hireswere for victim
services positions. The remainder of the new positions were for court and

probation personnel (24 percent).
Improved or new servicesfor victimswere reported by 70 percent of the grantees.

Other important findings included:

Forty -three percent of the grantees reported court practices had changed with
respect to issuance of orders of protection and referral of defendantsto batterer
intervention programs.

Thirty-nine percent of grantees addressed probation or parole policies or
practices. Policies on collaboration with domestic violence advocates and batterer

intervention programs were the most common. A few grantees reported
implementing intensive supervision of domestic violence offenders.

A large proportion of the grantees (69 percent) reported that their grant activities
included creation or enhancement of case tracking systems.

Twenty-three percent of the grantees reported being engaged in judicial education
programs.

Twenty percent of the grantees used their funds to create or enhance existing
dedicated domestic violence courts or dockets.

A detailed report on the national survey findings was submitted as an interim product to
NIJand VAWO. The survey instrument isincluded in Appendix A.

Local Project Implementation

To both validate the grantee survey findings and assist in selecting sites for the impact
portion of the evaluation, visits were made to 20 sites. At each site, ILJ staff conducted a
process eval uation of grantee efforts. In addition to examining how the grantees implemented
their projects, staff identified common issues that resulted in delays, modifications, and even the
collapse of specific project objectives, aswell as grantees’ ability to overcome obstacles. These
issues are important because the lessons |earned can be of value to new grantees, the funding

agency, and the grantee itself asit seeksto ensure project survival after grant funding ends.

Therest of this chapter discusses the site selection criteriafor the 20 grantees
participaing in the process evaluation; provides an overview of process evaluation methods
employed; describes the types of projectsimplemented by the sample of 20 grantees; and
explores common implementation issues and highlights specific challenges faced by a number of
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grantees. Additional findings are presented in Chapter 4, which details how the Arrest Policies
Program grants affected the criminal justice system and assisted granteesin developing a
coordinated community response to domestic violence.

Site Selection for Process Evaluation

The selection of 20 process evaluation siteswas ajoint effort of ILJ staff and the advisory
board for the evaluation. Two approachesto site selection were considered, each of which
offered benefits and presented drawbacks. One approach would have involved grouping the
projects (e.g., based on type of grantee agency such aslaw enforcement agency, prosecutor’s
office, etc.) and then randomly selecting a proportion of granteesin each category. Thiswould
have had the advantage of avoiding selection bias; however, amajor disadvantage isthat it
would have required spending significant evaluation funds to assess projects that may have been

of limited interest to thefield. For example, projects operating in unusual legal environments,
extremely complex projects, and projects that had not compl eted their planning phases would

have beenjust aslikely as othersto have been selected.

The advisory board strongly recommended and 1L J ultimately opted for a different
goproach. Theoverall goal wasto produceinformation that would have greater practical value
for other agencies interested in working toward Arrest Policies Program goals. Based on
information from the grantee surveys, follow-up interviews, and other information (e.g., grantee
progress reportsto VAWO), the pool of eligible projects wasfirst [imited to those that had made
considerable progress in implementation. Other criteriaincluded geographic and local ethnic
diversity, size of jurisdiction, and program diversity. With respect to program diversity, the
evaluators made every effort to select 20 projects that represented a microcosm of the Arrest
Policies Program asawhole. They included 7 law enforcement-led projects; 6 prosecution-led
projects; 5 projects that represented collaborations between criminal justice agencies (primarily
prosecutors and courts) in establishing domestic violence courts; and 2 projects with key
objectives for enhanced probation. Most importantly, they included projects that provided
increased servicesto victims of domestic violence, often in the context of new working
relationships between police or prosecution and victim services agencies. A final factor in site
selection was the grantees’ ability and willingnessto cooperate in the evaluation by providing

data, documentation, and accessto key personnel.
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The study’ s advisory board, NIJ, and VAWO approved the selection of sites for the

process evaluation.

Overview of Process Evaluation Methods

The methodologies used during site visits included interviews; court observation; review
of statistical records of performance; and examination of grantee reportsincluding grant
proposa, progress reports, training materials developed, policies and procedures manuals, and
others. Because of the diversity of the projects, interview protocols were designed to capture
information on less common project objectives (e.g., probation initiativ es, domestic violence
courts) aswell asinformation applicableto all sites. The focus was on understanding the
procedures used by the local projectsfor arrest and prosecution; delivery of servicesto victims;
project staff selection and staffing levels; training; and the process by which specific project
goalsand strategies had been selected. Short descriptions of each site visited are provided in the
Exhibit 3-1. The sites are grouped according to the dominant partner or grant goal.

Implementation Issues

Nearly all projects experienced either delays in beginning grant implementation or in
modifying project goalsto reflect unanticipated problems. While the specifics of these
implementation issues were uniquely local, ILJfound that regardless of the type of project, four
factors commonly influenced project implementation:

Staffing and personnel issues
Administrative requirements and technology priorities

Local resources
Cooperation among key criminal justice system agencies.
Staffing and Personnel Issues
A number of staffing issues dominated many of the projects and affected operations.
Staffing issuesfell into the following categories:
Unit staffing and turnover levels

Staffing resources in the agencies
Project leadership.
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Exhibit 3-1: Site Descriptions by Type of Project

Law Enforcement-Led Projects

Greenville, Mississippi % Six officers were hired to staff the domestic violence unit,

with two domestic violence officers working each shift. A sergeant, who supervised the
unit, conducted follow-up investigations and handled aggravated assault cases.

Eloy, Arizona¥s Police department hired afull -time detective to handle domestic
violence cases.

Durham, North Car olina¥ Police department created a domestic violence unit
composed of threeinvestigatorsand specialized field response officers.

Brockton, Massachusetts¥s Police department created adomestic violence unit,
consisting of a sergeant, a part-time detective, and amultilingual civilian advocate.

Jefferson County, Kentucky¥a Police department created a domestic violence unit
composed of three teams. Each team included a patrol officer, an advocate from the
local victim services organization, aprobation officer, and ahome incarceration officer.

Chicago Heights, Illinois¥4 Police department created a domestic violence unit
composed of five detectives, a project director, and an assistant. The unit was housed in
aseparate facility that included other community services organizations.

Austin, Texas¥s Grant funds were used to create the Family Violence Protection Team
(FVPT). Theteam consisted of detectivesand victim witness specialists from the police

department and county sheriff’s office, as well as many different legal and social
service providers. All team members were housed in one location.

Prosecution-L ed Projects

Everett, Washington % Grant funds were used to create a prosecution -based unit
consisting of two police officers, avictim witness coordinator, and an office assistant.
The city attorney supervised the unit.

Lynchburg, Virginia¥s Commonwealth Attorney’ s Office created adomestic violence
unit consisting of two prosecutors, a paralegal, avictim witness assistant, and a
Management Information Systems manager.

Lake County, Californiag¥ Arrest Program was headed by the District Attorney’s
Office, which used funds to support a deputy district attorney, a district attorney
investigator, a sheriff’ sinvestigator, two victim witness specialists, a deputy probation
officer, and an office assistant.

Marin County, California¥ Grant supported the salaries of an attorney/project
coordinator, a part-time grant administrator, a victim advocate coordinator, a temporary
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Ex

restraining order volunteer coordinator, and in the continuation grant, a deputy district
attorney.

hibit 3-1 (Cont.): Site Descriptions by Type of Project

Prosecution-L ed Projects (Cont.)

Santa Fe County, New Mexicd4 First Judicial District Attorney’ s Office created a
specialized unit composed of three felony prosecutors, two misdemeanor prosecutors,
three victim advocates, two administrators, two administrative assistants, and two
investigators.

Dane County, Wisconsin¥s Arrest Program was used to expand the number of
specialized domestic violence prosecutors from two to five and to support two
additional victim witness specialists. The project also included a specialized bail
monitoring position.

Prosecution-Domestic Violence Courts Projects

Sacramento County, Californigd Arrest Program grant established a specialized
“Home Court” to hear domestic violence cases. The grant expanded the prosecutor’s
unit to permit handling of misdemeanor cases, supported two victim witness specialists,
and funded a special probation unit.

Queens County, New Y ork % Prosecutor established adomestic violence misdemeanor
unit that worked with new victim assistance staff from anon-profit partner. The unit
handled cases that appeared in front of a specialized domestic violence court and a
special treatment-monitoring court component.

Shelby County, Tennessee%s Grant funds were used to consolidate all pretria judicial
proceedings in one court, create a dedicated prosecution unit, enhance pretrial services,
and support victim services.

Pueblo, Colorado¥s District Attorney’ s Office designated a deputy district attorney to

oversee “fast track” prosecution. Grant funds also supported adomestic violence
detectivein the police department, adeputy in the sheriff’s department, and victim

assistance staff. Funds were al'so used to create alocal task force.

La Plata County, Colorado¥: Grant funds were used to hire a dedicated prosecutor to
handle all domestic violence casesin the “fast track” court. The project waslater

expanded to fund a magistrate and probation staff. The grant also supported victim
advocacy, civil legal assistance, and acommunity task force.

Praobation-Led Projects

Clinton County, New York --Grant funds were used to create a Domestic Abuse
Reduction Team (DART) consisting of probation officers, victim advocates, and a case
coordinator. A task force coordinator was also hired through grant funds.
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Jackson County, Oregon--Arrest Program included creation of adomestic violence

unit consisting of a probation officer, a unit coordinator, and community advocates.
The grant also supported the salary of atask force coordinator.

Unit Staffing

Twotypesof unit staffing issues were seen in the site visits. First, staff turnover caused
problems in operations and inter-agency relations due to chronic vacancies and changesin unit
staffing. Second, the assignment of staff to the unit reflected both the priority g iven domestic
violence and the extent to which this assignment fit into any larger agency plan for career
development.

Staff Turnover. To some degree, turnover in any agency, public or private, isroutine.
In many law enforcement agencies, departmental policy isto rotate officers and investigators
between units and divisions every few years. Staff turnover in several of the law enforcement-
run grantee projects was much higher than the norm. In two police agencies, major
reorganizations led to an overhaul of unit staff. In one agency, staff turnover was temporarily
crippling. The police department reorganization, along with the promotional process, resulted in
the loss of al six members of the Domestic Violence Unit (including field response officers and
investigators) in avery short period of time. While the staff were soon replaced, it took some
time before the unit ran as effectively asit had before. 1n another project, the officer/advocate
response teams were in a perpetual state of rebuilding—primarily aresult of high turnover in the

advocateposition.'®

Several other projects experienced significant turnover in the areas of prosecution and
victim witness services. For example, in Queens, victim assistance was provided by alocal non-
profit partnering agency. Counselor turnover was a chronic problem, primarily aresult of low

salaries and uncertainty of federal funding sources. A few more examples are given below.

In LaPlata County, turnover in the victim witness specialist position and the
coordinator of the local task force affected inter-agency relations.

'® The advocates who rode with the police officers were employees of the shelter-based victim services

organizaion and worked within that organization’s wage structure. Staff reported that it was challenging to
retain competent advocates with the amount of compensation offered and the high expectat ions in terms of
hours, hazar dous duty, skill, and judgment.
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In Lake County, there was significant turnover in the domestic violence
prosecutor position, and for a period of time, more than one prosecutor was
handling d omestic violence cases.

The Everett project experienced a number of changes in the police officers and
victim witness specialists staffing the specialized prosecution unit.

In Jackson County, a private contractor was hired to serve as atraining
coordinaor and to work closely with the Domestic Violence Council’ s training
committee. When the coordinator |eft the project, the training calendar had to be
modified and some scheduled events were canceled.

Although turnover was a problem for many grantees, turnover can sometimes be
managed. For example, in Queens, the domestic violence prosecution unit was elevated in status
by transferring it to the Special Victims Bureau and assigning a Deputy Bureau Chief to head the
unit (more recently, the unit was elevated to Bureau level). This hel ped ensure continuity of
leadership. Queens was also one of the few prosecutor’ s offices to manage attorney staff
tumover by assigning new attorneys to the domestic violence unit for 18 months. Asthis period
neared its end, a replacement attorne/ was assigned to work with and train under the reassigned
attorney. Thisalowed for continuity in the unit’s practice of assigning cases for vertical

prosecution.

Staff Experience. A related problem, especially for prosecutor’ s offices, wasthe
assignment of inexperienced staff to the new domestic violence unit. At anumber of projects, a
new attorney (not experienced in domestic violence) was designated the “domestic violence
prosecutor” and handled nearly al of the agency’s domestic violence cases. For example, both
projectsin Colorado were headed by new attorneys who not only acted as project director but

al so prosecuted cases.

On the one hand, prosecutor’ s offices emphasized the importance of domestic violence
by creating a special position or unit. On the other hand, the position was often advertised as
entry -level and filled by arecent law school graduate with limited experience. While some of
these new attorneys performed admirably, the handling of domestic violence cases was generally
not seen as a career path. In contrast, Dane and Sacramento Counties’ domestic violence
prosecution units had experienced prosecutors working with and mentoring junior attorneys. In
these units, new attorneys were gradually tutored in prosecution techniquesand how to handle
domestic violence cases, and the unit was generally given greater prestige within the agency.

The Queens approach was especially innovative in making the domestic violence unit an
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attractive position for new attorneys because of the opportunitiesit gave themto try casesin
court and receive extratraining in trial advocacy. In-service training was aso emphasized and
included weekly staff meetings with the Bureau Chief. The result was that assignment to the unit
typically went to well qualified new attorneys.

Saffing Resources
Implementation of the Arrest Policies Program was a so affected by the overall staffing
resources of the agencies participating in the project. 1n some communities, especially those
with an inadequate tax base or high living expenses, agencies had difficulties attracting qualified
applicantsto local government careers. Several examples are given below.
In Eloy, the police department had alarge number of unfilled vacancies. For a
time, the department had only one detective handling al crimes, including
domestic violence. The project, which called for adesignated domestic violence

detective, could not be fully operational until additional detectives became
available.

In Greenville, the police department was chronically understaffed. Whilethe
Arrest Policies Program supported specialized domestic violence police officers,
in reality the officers responded to avariety of calls. Prioritization of domestic
violence callswould have |eft parts of the city without any police coverage.

In Santa Fe, understaffing of the District Attorney’s Office was a chronic

problem, partly due to the combination of residency requirements;” low salaries,
and the high cost of living in the immediate Santa Fe area.

In Lynchburg, both the police department and the Commonwealth Attorney’s

Office experienced staff shortages as high as 20 percent. Staffing was a problem
for the non-profit victim services partner aswell.

The prosecutor’ s office in Shelby County estimated that it was 50 percent
understaffed according to a state prosecutor association study.

Leadership

Leadership was athird staffing-related issue, and it often proved critical to the creation of
multi-agency teams. Therole of leadership can have two differing impacts. Strong leadership
can positively affect morale and unit effectiveness, but it may make unit stability somewhat

dependent on an individual personality.

Severa examples of leadership issues were present at some of the projects. In

Sacramento, for example, leadership of the prosecution unit changed several times. After the
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city’s Domestic Violence Home Court was established, there were three different chiefs of the
special prosecution unit. This had the short-term effect of reduced unit effectiveness as
measured by number of convictions. However, at the time of our site visit, the District Attorney
for Sacramento County had recently appointed a new chief of the domestic violence unit, who
was specifically charged with re-instituting strong pro -prosecution policies and practices. In
Eloy, there was a constant change in police leadership.’® Fortunately, the major non-profit
partner, the Pinal Hispanic Council, provided some stability to the project. In Austin, the multi-
agency Family Violence Protection Team had |eadership issues that resulted in problems with
meeting grant reporting requirements.

Ironically, strong |eadership was also seen as an issue at afew sites. In Chicago Heights
and Brockton, the Arrest Policies projects were dependent on the |eadership of the project
directors, who were responsible for writing the proposal's, designing the units, establishing policy
and operations, and overseeing the projects. The project directors were extremely dedicated and
managed a staff that remained unusually stable, even adding staff through a continuation grant.

Y et both projects relied to some degree on individual personalities for their continued success;
and both project directors acknowledged the downside of their centralized role. In Chicago
Heights, the project director stayed on for the primary purpose of institutionalizing the project
and setting the procedures and support systemsin place so the unit could function well under
other management. In Brockton, the project was designed so that nearly al responsibilities
would be placed in the hands of one sergeant who would serve as a“facilitator of domestic
violence on the whole force.”™® Like Chicago Heights, the Brockton project director worked to
create an infrastructure to ensure the survival of the unit beyond his tenure. Ultimately, projects
driven by individual personalities and leaders may be difficult to replicate.

Administrative and Technology Delays
Following the receipt of grant awards, many project directors experienced difficulties

i mplementing the participation promises given by partner agencies that supported the project’s

17

s Employees of the District Attorney’s Office are required to live within the First Judicia District.

The chief of police, who initiated the department’s application for Arrest funds, left shortly after the grant was
awarded. Project management was assumed by a sergeant, who also resigned from the department to take a
position with another agency.

Part of the emphasis on the sergeant’s role relates to a specific component of the Brockton Arrest project:
improving the oversight of officer responses to domestic violence incidents.

19

Arrest Policies Program Evaluation - 35



grant application. Each agency had internal policies and procedures to comply with before
undertaking any new activity, much less the reassignment or hiring of new staff to carry out
these new activities. Federal requirements sometimes presented other obstaclesto immediate
implementation. In addition, many of the projects’ technology goals, such as development of
inter-agency case tracking systems, could not be realized because of other priorities. This
section discusses three types of issues:

Local administration
Federal conditions

Technology delays.

Local Administration. Grantees represented just one government agency, yet project
implementation required hiring staff and coordinating with other agencies. Sincethese activities
required administrative approval, delays in project implementation were common. Chicago
Heights and Durham provide two typical experiences. In Chicago Heights, creation of a new
unit required hiring officers to replace the individual s who would be assigned to the domestic
violence unit. Hiring took several months, so the unit wasinitially composed of two detectives
until the remaining detectives could be pulled from other assignments. Similarly, the police
department in Durham had to await city approval before officers could be hired to replace the
officersto be assigned to the new unit. The department used this time to establish a selection
committee, with participantsincluding the local non-profit partner and the prosecutor’ s office.

In this manner, the administrative delay was used productively to gain input from other agencies

in considering the qualifications needed to be an effective domestic violence detective.

Many of the court-involved prosecution -based projects a so required accommodation and

participation from various segments of the justice system. For example:

In Pueblo County, the project called for a new case processing system, which
required the county jail to modify its policies and the court to hold arraignments
on domestic violence cases the same time each day *°

The LaPlata project was complicated by the fact that the Sixth Judicial District
included three counties. While a magistrate and special ized docket were

established in La Plata County, separate arrangements were made in the
neighboring counties of San Juan and Archuleta, which hear fewer cases.

2 34l staff worked with the District Attorney’ s Office to ensure that domestic violence defendants remained in

custody until arraignment and were transported t o court at the designated time. The jail also provided a
common room that was used for group video advisement and pre-trial conferences.
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In Marin County, the processing of cases presented an obstacle to the Arrest
Policies project. Thelead partner, Legal Aid, identified prospective clientsfrom
police reports of domestic violence incidents. Y et the source of these reports, the
District Attorney’s Office, was not a partner in the initial grant and was reluctant

to turn over copieso f reports. Eventually, the lack of agreement and continuing
problems with this process, along with anumber of other problems, influenced the
project directors to end the project.

While some level of administrative delay is to be expected, some projects minimized
delays by involving collaborating agencies in the planning stage of the Arrest Policies Program
proposal. For instance, in both Sacramento and Queens counties, the prosecutors’ offices and the
court administration collaborated on the establishment of their domestic violence courts during
the grant application planning period. In these counties, project implementation was arelatively

smooth process.

Oneinteresting example of grant management problemswasin Austin, Texas. The
project experienced administrative problems and lost its funding. However, through tenacious
efforts of the police administration, community organizations, and others, the project improved

its response to domestic violence and received new VAWO funding.

Federal Requirements. Threetypes of federal grant requirements presented difficulties
for various sites: (1) limits on the types of projects or activities eligible for funding; (2) special
conditions delineated by VAWO at the time of grant award; and (3) other restrictions on the use
of grant funds that VAWO imposed when unforeseen issues required interpretation of the
guiding policies.

An example of thefirst type of restriction—limits on the types of activities eligible for
funding-affected the Brockton project. The VAWO request for proposals clearly stated that
Arrest Policies Program funds were not to be used for domestic violence curriculain schools;
this restriction was reiterated in the form of a special condition imposed on all grantees™
Neverthdess, Brockton's proposal contained a strong K-12 educational component. Since this

component was not eligible for Arrest Policies Program funding, the site was required to rethink

z Special conditions placed on al Arrest Policies Program grantees included the following: “The recipient agrees
that grant funds will not be used to support the development or presentation of a domestic violence curriculum
for primary or secondary schools. The grantee further agrees that grant funds will not be used to teach primary
or secondary school students from an already existing curriculum.”

Arrest Policies Program Evaluation - 37



its gpproach; ultimately, the funds Brockton originally budgeted for educational programming
were reallocated to hire alocal task force coordinator.
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Shapshot: Loss of Federal Fundsin Austin

Austin’s experience is hot only an example of implementation problems,
but of the importance of dedicated professionals working together to keep a
project afloat. The Austin project was an innovative attempt to coordinate the
criminal justice system with community -based service providers. The sheer
number of participating agencies made project implementation an ambitious,
complicated endeavor.

Austin experienced typical delaysin the creation of the new unit. A
coordinator was not brought on board until four months after the grant was
awarded, and the technology initiatives were delayed because the county was
purchasing a new integrated justice information system. The real problem was
that the absence of formal policies and procedures and inter-agency agreements
led to role confusion and conflict about the supervision of the Family Violence
Protection Team (FVPT). Communication and collaboration among team
members was limited.

A year after the project began, the police department reorganized and the
team’ s lieutenant was reassigned, the team’ s sergeant retired, and the project
director/coordinator moved to part-time status (after revising the grant to
eliminate the coordinator position). Administrative and staffing problems
prompted avisit from the Violence Against Women Officein 1998. After the
visit, the FVPT funding was discontinued.

Theloss of federal funds could have signaled the end of the FVPT.
However, anew commitment emerged from this event and the FVPT was
reconstituted. When the federal funding was discontinued, various agencies
collaborated to apply for interim funds from the state Victims of Crime Act
(VOCA) program. The agen cies received the grants; and combined with cost
savings from the first Arrest Policies Program grant, they were able to continue
operations. In January 1999, a new coordinator was hired with VOCA funds.
Under thisnew project d irection and leadership, t he FVPT team pulled together to
reapply for VAWA Arrest Policies Program fundsin 1999. In the spring of 1999,
the team was notified that the VAWO had approved its new application.

The second type of requirement—a special condition delineated by VAWO at the time of
grant award—was exemplified by afederal government requirement that all grant funded
information systems comply with the Criminal Intelligence Systems Operating Procedures,
which specifies confidentiality, security, and access, among other things. This requirement is not
unique to VAWO grants; however, because grantees had not worked out these issuesin detail
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with their partners prior to grant award, start -up of the technology component of all grants was
delayed until this condition could be satisfied.

The third type of requirement—conditions imposed by VAWO to address post -
implementation issues that arose-resulted in major changes in several projects. In Sacramento,
the original grant was used to fund staff from the public defender’ s office. This component was
eliminated in the second grant at the request of VAWO. Santa Fe County used its original grant
fundsto support apre-trial diversion program, which required offendersto complete
individualized treatment plans within atwo-year period or face prosecution. The VAWO
notified the county that the use of grant funds for diversion programs would be prohibited. In
response, the District Attorney’ s Office, working with the Magistrate Courts, turned the
diversionary practices into a post-plea deferred prosecution program, called the Coordinated
Community Intervention Program.? The county was asked to return the grant funds that had
been used for diversion to the federal government. Finally, Dane County had devel oped and
pilot tested alethality index when it was informed that Arrest grant funds “may not be used to
acquire or develop lethality assessment tools, instruments or devices which seek to summarize
the potential for violence through numeric scoring devices.” The responsible local task force
turned the index into an assessment tool, which contains a checkbox of items that are not scored.
Eventually, this component of the project languished.

Technology Delays. A majority of the projects (70 percent of grantee survey
respondents) included atechnology component. The prosecution-based projects often involved

development of computer systemsto link agencies and allow casesto be tracked throughout the

criminal justice system. While federal conditions for compliance with Criminal Intelligence
Systems Operating Procedures resulted in some delays in start-up, the ability to meet technology
goas was affected by local priorities at nearly every site. Most Arrest Policies projects were just
underway in 1997 and 1998—the same timeframe when many local governments had begun
updating information technology (IT) systemsto handle the year 2000 (Y 2K) transition.

According to interviews with many grantees, this meant that few technology staff were available

2 Noncompliance results in termination from the program and the client is charged with contempt of a court order.
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to work on specialized systems, resulting in delays in devel oping domestic violence systems until

larger government systems could be updated.

In Lake County, for example, al IT staff wereassigned to upgrade the county’ s system to
meet Y 2K needs, requiring the technology components of the Arrest Policies project to be
postponed. Creation of a multi-agency system was also delayed by the Sheriff’s Department,
which could not address technology issues until the department relocated into new facilities. A
similar problem occurred in Pueblo County, where the technology resources were simply not
available to assist with creation of a case tracking system. The technology component in Pueblo
was also delayed for other practical reasons—the state of Colorado was developing a case
tracking system that would link five agencies® And in Dane County, the proposed interface
between the datebase used by law enforcement and prosecution and the databaseused by the
state court system ran into roadblocks. The technology component was eventually carried out on
alimited scale, but staff delayed further action until the state could compl ete devel opment of its
integrated system.*

Local Resources

In some communities, limited facilities and other local resources were a minor obstacle
for staff and clients. In other communities, there were so few resources that key proposal
objectives, especially those involving staff specialization, could not be adequately imp lemented.

Examples of the effect of local resources on project implementation include the following:

Implementation of “fast track” prosecution in Pueblo was complicated because of
insufficient meeting facilities for victim interviews in the courthouse. This
resulted in community advocates and victim witness staff meeting with victimsin
hallways.

A lack of facilities affected project implementation in Durham, where the
domestic violence unit changed its location several times, from police

headquarters, to an office at a shopping center, to arented house afew miles
from downtown (where it was located at the time of the evaluation). The unit’s

relocations made it difficult to keep operations running smoothly and limited the
unit’s community visibility .

In Lake County, the non-profit victim services partner had to disband, resulting in
the loss of the only women’ s shelter in the county. However, the project director

2 1998, Pueblo County became the first site to test the new system.

4 The application has been limited by internal networking barriers. Only 50 users can access the database at any
given time. The number of users often exceeds 50, requiring users to request others to close out their sessions.
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secured a commitment to participate in the Arrest Policies project from the
county’ sonly other non-profit human services provider.

In addition, at two of the 20 process evaluation sites, the general lack of funding for basic
victim services led to alterationsin project implementation. In these sites, the citieshave alow
tax base and sub sequent difficulty maintaining basic services. Specialized staff often found
themselves responding to avariety of callsfor service. The grant projectsin these communities

had difficulty creating and maintaining the domestic violence focus of their programs.

Need for Inter-Agency Cooperation and Coordination

Both VAWA and the Arrest Policies Program emphasize the need for a coordinated
response to domestic violence. For criminal justice agencies, coordination between police and
prosecutors was expected to produce well documented arrest reports followed by vigorous
prosecution. Subsequent chapters of this report include examples of proactive approaches by
prosecutors who worked closely with law enforcement to improve evidence collection and other
investigative techniques. At the opposite end of the spectrum, if agreement and coordination
cannot be achieved early on, the entire project can be derailed. The snapshot that follows
presents an example of this from the study.

Snhapshot: Limited Cooperation of Prosecutor

In one city, the police department joined in devel oping a domestic
violence team to provide investigative services, civil lega assistance, and social
services. However, the local prosecutor did not participate except to provide a
paraegal to assist victimsinfiling for court orders of protection. According to
focus group participants, alack of agreement on goals and poor coordination
between police and prosecutors were contributing factors in the prosecutor’ s use
of diversioninlieu of pressing for convictions in domestic violence cases. One
result was to diminish the benefits that might have been gained because of
improved evidence collection practices by police responding to reported domestic
violence. In addition, coordination between prosecutors and service agencies was
lacking; several prosecutors noted their office’ sneed for victim advocates. The

effect of these issues on successful prosecution could not be determined because
of limited accessto prosecution data.

Summary

This chapter outlined the Arrest Policy Program goals; summarized results from the
national survey of grantees; and explained the approach to conducting the process evaluation. It

then summarized implementation issues found across a significant number of Arrest Policies
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Program sites participating in the process evaluation. Some of the issues encountered mirror
trends that have been found over the yearsin other major, national projects funded by the Office
of Justice Program (OJP). Theseissues persist despite the efforts of OJP staff to enhance the
federal programswith detailed program instructions, technical assistance and training, site visits
by federal staff, guideline documents, and more. Some grant-related implementation problems
may well be intractable and endemic to the nature of federal funding. Other problems can be

anticipated and avoided through careful planning and monitoring.

Chapter 7 presents a series of recommendations offered to address key issuesidentified in
this chapter. Theseissues include turnover in the project director’s position and among key
project staff; the need to assign experienced personnel to handle domestic violence cases and
work with victims/survivors; the importance of strong project |eadership and the need to not only
train replacement personnel but ensure they are committed to achieving the project objectives;
difficulties related to the administrative requirements of federal grants; project delays related to
information technology acquisitions and local procurement rules; and finally, the need to ensure
proposed partners fully appreciate the extent of collaboration and resource sharing expected

under federal grant projects.
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Chapter 4

Arrest Policies Program and Criminal Justice
Process Changes

Theoverriding purpose of the Arrest Policies Program is to encourage local criminal
justice systemsto assign greater priority to domestic violence by devel oping new ways of
responding to domestic violence cases, and improving offender accountability and victim safety.
Grantees responded to this challenge primarily through the following approaches:

Increases in staffing/specialized units
New court structures

Staff training
Improved case handling procedures

Increased capacity to provide victim services
Increased coordination among agencies.

This chapter first provides a brief review of issues and problems associated with
traditional domestic violence case handling. The chapter then describes changesin local
criminal justice processes that occurred as aresult of the Arrest Rolicies Program grants. The

chapter concludes with a discussion of grantee experiences with community partnerships.

Overview of Case Processing Issues

Appendix B provides background information on case processing issues (see “Overview
of Traditional Approachesto Misdemeanor Domestic Violence Case Processing.”). Itisdifficult
to provide a“typical” scenario because variationsin state laws, agency policies, court structures,
local resources, and many other factors are almost infinite. The overview in the appendix is
offered to assist readers who are somewhat unfamiliar with the details involved in processing

mi sdemeanor domestic violence cases from arrest through sentencing.

What all states do have in common are laws that authorize alaw enforcementofficer to
arrest without awarrant when the officer has probable cause to believe a suspect has committed
domestic violence. Most states' laws provide that arrest for domestic violence isrequired (or in

afew states, “preferred”) where probable cause to arrest exists. These laws generally apply only
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to misdemeanor-level domestic violence, since common law has always authorized warrantless
arrests based on probable cause in felony cases.

The Arrest Policies Program focused grantees on overcoming a number of obstacles,
identified both in research and in practice, that were widely viewed asimpediments to
implementing those laws. Some of the critical case processing and organizational objectivesthat
various projects were responsible for addressing included the following.

Law Enforcement

Better understand the seriousness of domestic violence; do a better job of
assessing the potential of each incident for future violence.

Conduct more thorough investigations.

Arrest suspects when probabl e cause exists.

Gather all the evidence needed for successful prosecutions.

Demonstrate greater responsivenessto victims' needs; inform victims of their
options; refer or link victims to community resources available to assist them.

Prosecution
Assign asufficient number of specialy trained, experienced prosecutors to
vigorously prosecute domestic violence cases.

Provide law enforcement with feedback to improve the quality and thoroughness
of police investigations and related reports.

Employ avertical prosecution approach
Court Processes

Develop judicia expertise in domestic violence cases; institute a specialized
docket for domestic violence cases.

Screen domestic violence cases carefully to assess whether the defendant should
be released on his own recognizance, not released, or released with conditions.

Provide meaningful sanctionsthat serve to hold offenders accountable for their
criminal conduct, violations of protection orders, and violations of conditions of
probation

Other issues of concern to grantees with respect to prosecution and court processes included
inconsistency in charging, prosecution, and sentencing; and lack of attention to unique

accountability requirements of individual offenders, especially in assessing future
dangerousness.

Arrest Policies Program Evaluation - 45



Community Coordination

Coordinate the response to domestic violence across all criminal justice agencies.

Increase collaboration among criminal justice agencies and non-profit victim
services and advocacy agencies.

Most Arrest Policies Program grantees limited their approachesto a manageable number
of objectives based on needs they saw aslocal priorities. The sections that follow describe key
features of the approaches taken and resulting changesin domestic violence case handling
processes, as well as changes in organizational structuresand priorities needed to support those
changes.

Arrest Policies Program System Changes

The Arrest Policies Program required applicant jurisdictions to examine how funds could
be used to improve local criminal justice practices. For the firsttime in some jurisdictions,
domestic violence became asignificant policy concern, requiring assessment of domestic
violencerelated problem areas and development of alternative strategies. The result was that the
Arrest Policies Program changed the way many local criminal justice systems responded to
domestic violence cases. Using program funds, local criminal justice agencies reexamined
existing priorities, policies, and practices for domestic violence cases; increased staffing directed
at domestic violence; developed new organizational units, including domestic violence courts;
created staff training and mentoring programs; worked to improve law enforcement’ s response;
increased victim services; made changes in prosecution case handling policies and procedures;
and worked to address other issuesto increase offender accountability and victim safety. These
efforts are discussed in more detail below.

Specialized Domestic Violence Units

While each project varied in terms of objectives and implementation, one change
common across siteswas an increase in staffing devoted to responding to domestic violence
cases. Most grantees applied grant funds avail able for staffing toward creation of new
specialized domestic violence units or enhancement of existing units. Often, these units also had
non-grant funded staff assigned to them. Exhibit 4-1 shows which grantees used fundsto create

or enhance existing specialized domestic violence unitsin law enforcement, prosecution,
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probation, or victim witnessservices. Asthe exhibit reflects, many grantees devel oped more

than one specialized unit.

Exhibit 4-1: Specialized Units Funded (in whole or part) Through the Arrest
Policies Program

Law Prosecution Victim
Enfor cement and Courts Probation Witness

POLICE-LED PROJECTS
Eloy, AZ

Greenville, MS
Durham, NC

Chicago Heights, IL

Jefferson County, KY

Brockton, MA

NS ANESENENENAN
ANENANAN

Austin, TX

PROSECUTION-LED PROJECTS
Everett, WA

Lynchburg, VA

AN
AN

Lake County, CA

Marin County, CA

Santa Fe County, NM
Dane County, WI

Pueblo County, CO v
LaPlata County, CO

Sacramento County, CA

Queens County, NY

ANRNANENRNENRNANENANEN

ANENENANEVANRN

Shelby County, TN

PROBATION-LED PROJECTS
Clinton County, NY v

AN

Jackson County, OR v

Depending on the jurisdiction’s size and the grant amount, the number of staff hired for
these specialized units ranged from one person (a single dedicated officer or prosecutor) to

multiple staff assigned in four different agencies (Lake County, California).
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Law Enforcement Specialized Units

The creation of specialized grant-funded units drew more of management’ s attention to
the domestic violence problem. Specialized units also provided more oversight, accountability,
and training for field personnel.

Most of the newly created unitsin law enforcement were investigative units. Typical
functions of domestic violence detectives included follow-up on cases where the suspect fled the
scene, investigation of complex cases, review of incident reports, referral to victim services
agencies, and officer training. The Greenville and Durham police departments created
specialized units with first response officers. These officers responded to domestic violence calls

whenever possble.

Shapshot: Durham Police Department

The Durham Police Department used Arrest Policies Program funds to
create a Domestic Violence Unit composed of three investigators and specialized
field response officers (one officer per shift). The police department’ s first efforts
under the Arrest Policies Program involved creation of adomestic violence
investigative unit. Investigators soon noted the low quality of incident reports
written by patrol officers and alack of evidence collected at the scene.

To improve patrol response, the department expanded its Arrest Policies
Program grant to hire additional staff to specializein field response. At thetime
of this evaluation, the Domestic Violence Unit included a special domestic
violence officer available on each shift. In addition to providing theinitial
response to domestic violence calls, the officer performed a variety of follow-up
tasks (such as obtaining and serving arrest warrants) and provided on-scene
training for other patrol officers. Whilethese officers were able to prioritize their
assgnments to handle domestic violence incidents, they were not able to cover all
domestic violence calls because of limited staffing. The detectives conducted
foll ow-up investigations on cases not handled by the domestic violence field
officers.

Multi-Agency Teams. Four jurisdictions used grant funds to create multi-agency teams
in which specialized police officers formed just one component of the response. In several of the
multi-agency teams, non -grant funds were used to fund staff. For example, probation, which
played akey rolein Brockton's project, did not receive grant funds through the Arrest Policies
Program.
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A key difference between specialized unitsin law enforcement and multi-agency
g ecidized units was the relationship with victim services and advocacy staff. In additionto a
stronger victim services component, multi-agency units tended to either have aworking
relationship with probation or were housed in acommon facility with community savice
providers. Exhibit 4-2 showsthe key components of multi-agency projectsled by police

departments.

Exhibit 4-2: Components of Multi-Agency Policing Projects

Victim Services Special Shared
Police Depar tment On-Site Probation Facility
Brockton v v
Jefferson County v 4
Chicago Heights v v
Austin v 4

There are several features that set these projects apart from more traditional units:

Victim Services. All four police-led multi-agency teams provided some form of

victim services on-site; and all but one of the projects included victim witness
staff and/or community advocates who were able to provide servicesto non-
English speaking victims/survivors.

Probation. In both Brockton and Jefferson County, the specialized units had
formal arran gements with probation departments. These relationships included

ride-alongs and regular communi cation between police and probation officers,
essentially adding an extralayer of supervision to offenders and alerting police

officers, advocates, and victims to escal ating conditions.
Shared Facilities. In Chicago Heights and Austin, the detectives were located in
afacility that was apart from police headquarters and included a number of victim
servicesproviders.

Generally, these projects had specific objectives to address multiple needs of victims and

help protect victims from future violence; and to improve inter-agency communication (in two
departments, by housing officers and victim service providerstogether). By establishing closer
relationships withother agencies and interacting with victimsin avariety of contexts, law

enforcement sought to take on amore pro-active role.
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Shapshot: Austin’s Family Violence Protection Team

The Austin Police Department took ateam-oriented approach to the
domestic violence problem. Grant funds were used to create the Family Violence
Protection Team (FVPT), which consisted of staff from the police department,
Travis County Sheriff’s Office, Travis County Attorney’s Office, and many legal
and social service providers (e.g., Legal Aid of Central Texas, Women's
Advocacy Project, SafePlace). All team members, and the full-time civilian
coordinaor, were housed in one location and provided investigative, legal, and
social services.

The police department had eight FVPT detectivesto handle domestic
violence incidents where the suspect had fled and other types of incidents that
require followup. Most of the cases assigned to the unit were assault with injury
cases; one detective speciaized in stalking cases. The team included a detective
from the Travis County Sheriff’s Office who followed up on all domestic violence
incidents, including arrests, occurring in the county.

Prosecution Units and Court Organization Structures

All prosecution-led projects created or expanded a specialized unit of domestic violence
prosecutors. The units usually included victim witness staff and/or community advocates who
provided victim services. Some prosecution-led projects operated in jurisdictionswith a

traditional court structure, andsome operated in a specialized domestic violence court setting.

Specialized Prosecution in a Traditional Court Structure. Six prosecution-led
projects created a designated prosecution unit that operated under atraditional court structure.

No changes were made to the way in which the courts operated in these jurisdictions. Instead,
these grants focused office resources on domestic violence cases and increased the number of

prosecutors assigned to these cases. Several of these projects also enhanced victim assistance and
staffing for other agencies. Exhibit 4-3 showsthe variety of effortsinvolved in the prosecution-
led grant projectsin traditional court settings.
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Exhibit 4-3. Arrest Policies Program Staffing at Prosecution-Led Projects

Victim
Grantee Prosecution Assistance  Police Praobation Other Staff
omecemy ¢ Lo o
Everett v v 4 None
Lake County v v v v 1 office assistant
Lynchburg 4 4 4 1 MIS manager*
Marin County v v 1 grant administrator
Santa Fe v v 4 administrative staff

* Management information systems

In some jurisdictions, the Arrest Policies Program grant was instrumental in increasing

the number of prosecutors in an established domestic violence unit. This often enabled

prosecutors to handl e both misdemeanor and felony-level domestic violence crimes. In other

jurisdictions, the grant afforded (for the first time) a designated prosecutor who handled all

domestic violence cases, signaling to law enforcement and the community that these cases would

be taken seriously. The snapshot that follows describes this situation in Lynchburg, Virginia

Shapshot: Lynchburg Commonwealth’s Attorney’s Office

Police Department.

Virginialaw does not require the Commonwealth’ s Attorney to prosecute
misdemeanors. Prior to the Arrest Policies Program grant, Lynchburg’s
prosecutor handled only those misdemeanor cases in which the defendant was
represented by counsel. With grant funds, the Commonwealth’s Attorney started
adomestic violence unit to prosecute all domestic violence crimes, including
misdemeanors. The unit consisted of two prosecutors, a paralegal, avictim
witness assistant, and a management information systems specialist. A
continuation grant added a domestic violence coordinator for the Lynchburg

Specialized Prosecution in Domestic Violence Courts. In three sites (Sacramento,

Queens, and Shelby County), special prosecution units worked within newly created domestic

violence courts. Two smaller sites (Pueblo and La Plata Counties in Colorado), had “fast track”
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prosecution projects; specialized prosecution staff at those two sites worked with a domestic

violence docket within the same criminal court.?®

New Domestic Violence Courts

The domestic violence courtsin Queens, Sacramento, and Shelby counties involved
establishing a separate court docket for domestic violence cases and assigning a single judge to
the domestic violence court. Typically, these courts were created to manage the domestic
violence cases handled by the newly created special prosecution units. By using asingle
courtroom for these cases, the prosecutorsimproved efficiency in handling the domestic violence
caseload.

Each court system operated somewhat differently. Some details of the domestic violence
court and specialized prosecution units operations are summarized in Exhibit 4-4.

Exhibit 4-4: Key Components of Specialized Prosecution Units and Domestic
Violence Courts

Component Sacramento County Queens County Shelby County
Domeshp violence 16 prosecutors 8 prosecutors 6 prosecutors
prosecution staff
Case screening Extensive Minimal None
Hearings handled . - .
by special court 3,000 filingslyear 4,700 filings/year 4,000 filings/year
(average caseload)
Domestic violence M:demean(;resl and :jntl mat_e p"’?”ln e M |Tdemeanc:(rels and
court jurisdiction preliminary felony omestic violence preliminary felony
matters misdemeanors matters

.P rosecuition unit M |sdgﬂeanors and Misdemeanors Misdemeanors
jurisdiction felonies

1 domestic violence
Judges 1judge judge, 1 compliance 1judge

judge

% Domestic violence courts existed at some other sites, but the Arrest Policies Program did not directly involve the

courts at those sites.
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Shapshot: Queens District Attorney’ s Office Domestic Violence Unit

In Queens, Arrest Policy Program funds were used to expand the domestic
violence misdemeanor unit from three part-time prosecutors to eight full -time
prosecutors. The unit was also transferred to the Special Victims Bureau,
devating its statusin the District Attorney’ s office. Recently, the unit became a
bureau itself. The specialized unit, because of the high caseload, handled only
domestic violence cases involving violence among intimate partners. The District
Attorney’ s Office also worked closely with the city’ s probation department to
pursue probation violations. A fundamental aspect of the project was delivering
victim services provided by advocates from Safe Horizon, a non-profit
community victim services organization. The victim advocates worked in the
same offices as the DA’ s domestic violence unit and case screening unit. The
grant also funded a civil legal attorney who worked for Safe Horizon. An
additional component of the grant wastraining for prosecutors, police, and
emergency room hospital staff.

In Queens, the court had a special compliance component, in which aretired judge held
regular status hearings of batterers. In Shelby County, the domestic violence judge held status
hearings every 90 days to check on batterers’ progress.

Domestic Violence Dockets

Another type of court-involved project wasimplemented in two Colorado counties.
Locally, the projects were referred to as “fast track” prosecution, implying that aproject goal
was to increase the speed at which the justice system operated. “Fast track” was based on the
premise that a quick disposition and sentencing to treatment would deter batterers from

continued violence and abuse®

“Fast track” prosecution placed primary importance on the arraignment hearing?” The
court process was streamlined. Each morning, a prosecutor reviewed the previous day’s
domestic violence arrests and made charging decisions. The prosecutor met with defendants, as
authorized by Colorado law, informed them of their rights of legal representation, discussed their

cases, and negotiated pleas when appropriate. In the afternoon, defendants were brought to court

% No statistics were available to determine whether “fast track” increased offender participation in treatment and

whether it reduced recidivism.

An arraignment is a court hearing in front of a judge where a defendant is advised of the formal charges filed by
the state attorney’s office or law enforcement. The defendant is allowed to enter a plea of guilty, no contest, or
not guilty to the charges.

27
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where they waived the right to counsel and pled guilty or the case was held over and a not guilty
pleaentered. In Pueblo, pre-trial negotiations were held at the jail, while the La Plata prosecutor
held the defendants’ pre-trial conferencesin the courtroom just prior to appearance before a
magistrate. In both counties, “fast track” prosecution was limited to first-time domestic violence
misdemeanor offenders where no aggravating circumstances were present. Pueblo County
prosecutors reported that of 141 domestic violence cases handled between July and October
1998, 125 (89 percent) were disposed of either on the arrest date or date of advisement (initial
court appearance). Due to the quick turn-around, case screening and the ability to conduct

foll ow-up investigations was limited.

Both Colorado projects had some important similarities: both programsincluded strong
victim advocacy components, and both District Attorney Offices had close links with probation
departments. However, as shown in Exhibit 4 5, there were differencesin vertical prosecution,
judicial arrangement, and police partnerships.

Exhibit 4-5: “Fast Track” Projects in Pueblo and La Plata Counties, Colorado

Component Pueblo County La Plata County
Vertical prosecution Fast track” assigned to . One prosecutor handled all
prosecutorson rotating basis domestic violence cases
Judicial arrangement  Rotating judges Designated magistrate
Partnershipswith police No formal partnerships with law

Police partnerships department and sheriff’s office enforcement

Specialized officers, assessment and oversight of

Probation -
treatment, some supervision

Victim witness and Victim witness support, community advocates provided early access to
advocacy victims, links to civil legal assistance

Probation

Probation tended to be the | east-funded component of the Arrest Policies Program. Of
the 20 projects participating in the process evaluation, two were led by probation departments
and atotal of five projects funded probation staff to specialize in domestic violence cases.
Because of staffing shortages for misdemeanant probation, many grantees instituted alternatives

to probation.
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Probation-Involved Projects

When misdemeanants are placed on probation, thereistypically little or no personal
aupervision. Tofill thisgap, Arrest Policies Program grants were sometimes used to designate
specialized domestic violence probation officersto provide increased supervision for domestic
violence probationers assigned to intensive supervision. In Sacramento, grant funds were used to
establish ateam of two probation officers whoprovided intensive supervision to the highest
threat batterers. Similarly, in Lake County, California, a deputy probation officer (DPO) was
assigned to provide intensive supervision of both felony and misdemeanor offenders.
Historically, probation staff had been so limited that most misdemeanor offenders, including
domestic violence offenders, received little supervision. Thislack of supervision was recognized
as a significant gap in the domestic violence response continuum in Lake County because most
batterers begin at the misdemeanor level. The DPO was given areduced caseload to free up time
for field work, such as monitoring batterers' compliance with probation conditions.

Additionally, anumber of the Arrest Policies Program projects worked to strengthen
police and probation relations. For instance, in Jefferson County, Kentucky, the domestic
violence teams were composed of a patrol officer, an advocate from the local victim services
organization, aprobation officer, and ahomeincarceration officer. In Sacramento, the probation
officers worked with police officers to conduct compliance and warrant sweeps.

Snapshot: Clinton County’s Domestic Abuse Reduction Team

The Clinton County (New Y ork) Department of Probation created a
Domestic Abuse Reduction Team (DART) that consisted of one probation officer,
avictim advocate, and a case coordinator. The unit worked out of the District
Attorney’s Office. It handled follow-up investigations for domestic violence
cases and provided training to local law enforcement. Continuation funding paid
for two additional specialized probation officers, two community advocates, and a
task force coordinator. The team met weekly to share information and review
pending cases. Each probation officer carried a casel oad of approximately 40
probationers.

Probation Alter natives for Monitoring and Supervision of Batterers
Monitoring and supervision of batterers was sometimes assigned to non-probation staff.
As noted earlier, in Queens and Shelby Counties, court officers took responsibility for

monitoring batterer court-ordered attendance at intervention programs. Supervision of batterers
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was not always limited to post-conviction. For example, the Dane County project developed a

bail monitoring program for domestic violen ce defendants.

Shapshot: Queens District Attorney’s Office

In Queens, avariety of initiatives have been implemented to increase
aupervision of batterers. The Criminal Court’s special “Treatment Part” was
presided over by aretired judge who served as a special master. Once defendants
were sentenced to attend a treatment or intervention program, they were required
to attend the Treatment Part to periodically report on program attendance. The
defendant was required to provide proof of program attendance, typically receipt
of payment given each time the defendant attended the program. The special
master provided individual attention to all delinquent defendantsin an effort to
minimize program failures. If program failure occurred, the case was returned t o
the sentencing court for a hearing, at which incarceration could be imposed.

In addition to the Treatment Part, two other innovations were
implemented. First, the District Attorney’s bureau chief could request that police
officers from the domestic violence unit conduct an unannounced visit to the
victim’s home to determine whether the criminal court’s stay-away order was
being obeyed. Violations of the court order were subject to felony penalties.
Second, the bureau chief notified the Probation Depart ment’ s domestic violence
coord inator of any rearrest of convicted batterers who were on probation or
parole. Thisinformation was given to appropriate probation officersto file
violation of probation complaints.

Results of Changesin Supervision
Asaresult of the changes discussed in this section on how batterers were supervised, the
following changes were observed:
Suspects were more likely to undergo aformal assessment to evaluate the
appropriateness of programs.

I ntensive supervision was being conducted on “hard -core” batterersto increase
accountability.

Probationers were subject to increased supervision where specialized probation
officers were assigned.

Compliance with court orders was enhanced through periodic court appearances.
Training and Mentoring
Training was part of nearly every Arrest Policies Program grant. At some sites, training

was limited to sending staff to regional or national conferences. At other sites, project staff,
often in collaboration with partners, devel oped and delivered training to large segments of the
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criminal justice system. Most grantees reported that the amount of training devoted to domestic
violence had increased. In addition, the role of specialized personnel often included informal
mentoring and tutoring of less experienced staff.

The Austin Police Department’ s project included the institutionalization of domestic
violence training for both recruit and experienced police officers, as noted by two detectives who

participated in afocus group:

It used to be that training happened on the job. In the last two to three
years, the training is much better. It’s continuous training throughout the
year.

The Family Violence Protection Team has made a big effort to train

officers. It's much more tailored and specific to domestic violence. The
training is excellent now.

Austin’s Family Violence Protection Team also increased patrol officers' awareness of when and
how to get assistance. In another focus group in Austin, a patrol officer noted: “Domestic
violence cals take moretimeto figure out. If you don’t know what to do in every case, call the
detectivesto find out what to do to cover yourself.”

Shapshot: Police Training in Brockton, Massachusetts

Training was an important component of the Brockton Police
Department’s Arrest Policies Program grant. The supervisor (and project
director) of the Domestic Violence Unit actively monitored family violence
incident reports and required officersto file aFamily Incidence Report Form
when afamily distubance was consdered unfounded by the responding officers.
This change ensured that cases that did not result in an arrest were still reviewed
and that follow-up action could be taken if deemed appropriate. The project
director, in conjunction with acivilian advocate and the local non profit partner,
developed a“Manual on Domestic Violence” to guide police response and
conducted training sessions. In 1997 alone, the team conducted 13 training
sessions for officers. The sessions covered the dynamics of domestic violence,

M assachusetts laws, departmental policies, arrest powers, and patrol procedures.
Theteam delivered training to police recruits and trained the detective division,
the narcotic and gang unit, and all emergency telecommunications division and
dispatch personnel. In addition, training was expanded to park and school police.
By June 1998, the entire police department had received domestic violence
training and the team began to focus on continuing roll -call training for officers.
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